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Abstract. Recent advances in denoising diffusion probabilistic models
have shown great success in image synthesis tasks. While there are al-
ready works exploring the potential of this powerful tool in image seman-
tic segmentation, its application in weakly supervised semantic segmen-
tation (WSSS) remains relatively under-explored. Observing that condi-
tional diffusion models (CDM) is capable of generating images subject
to specific distributions, in this work, we utilize category-aware semantic
information underlied in CDM to get the prediction mask of the target
object with only image-level annotations. More specifically, we locate
the desired class by approximating the derivative of the output of CDM
w.r.t the input condition. Our method is different from previous diffusion
model methods with guidance from an external classifier, which accumu-
lates noises in the background during the reconstruction process. Our
method outperforms state-of-the-art CAM and diffusion model methods
on two public medical image segmentation datasets, which demonstrates
that CDM is a promising tool in WSSS. Also, experiment shows our
method is more time-efficient than existing diffusion model methods,
making it practical for wider applications. The codes are available at
https://github.com/xhu248/cond ddpm wsss

Keywords: weakly supervised semantic segmentation· diffusion models
· brain tumor · magnetic resonance imaging

1 Introduction

Medical image segmentation is always a critical task as it can be used for dis-
ease diagnosis, treatment planning, and anomaly monitoring. Weakly supervised
semantic segmentation attracts significant attention from medical image com-
munity since it greatly reduces the cost of dense pixel-wise labeling to get seg-
mentation mask. In WSSS, the training labels are usually easier and faster to
obtain, like image-level tags, bounding boxes, scribbles, or point annotations.
This work only focuses on WSSS with image-level tags, like whether a tumor
presents or not. In this field, previous WSSS works [11, 15] are dominated by
class activation map (CAM) [26] and its variants [4, 5, 19, 22], which was firstly
introduced as a tool to visualize saliency maps when making a class prediction.
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Meanwhile, denoising diffusion models [7, 10] demonstrate superior perfor-
mance in image synthesis than other generative models. Also, there are several
works exploring the application of diffusion models to semantic segmentation in
natural images [2,9]and medical images [16,23–25]. To the best of our knowledge,
Wolleb et al. [23] is the only work that introduces diffusion models to pixel-wise
anomaly detection with only classification labels. They achieve this by utilizing
an external classifier trained with image-level annotations to guide the reverse
Markov chain. By passing the gradient of the classifier, the diffusion model grad-
ually removes the anomaly areas during the denoising process and then obtains
the anomaly map by comparing the reconstructed and original images However,
this approach is based on the hypothesis that the classifier can accurately locate
the target objects and that the background is not changed when removing the
noise. This assumption does not always hold, especially when the distribution of
positive images is diverse, and the reconstruction error can also be accumulated
after hundreds of steps. As shown in Fig. 1, the reconstructed images guided
by the gradient of non-kidney not only remove the kidney area but also change
the content in the background. Another limitation of this method is the long
inference time required for a single image, as hundreds of iterations are needed
to restore the image to its original noise level. In contrast, CAM approaches need
only one inference to get the saliency maps. Therefore, there is ample room for
improvement in using diffusion models for WSSS task.

Fig. 1: Intuition behind our CDM based method. From left to right, each column
represents original images, ground truth, reconstructed images with negative
guidance, saliency map generated by guided diffusion model, images with one
step of denoising conditioned on positive label and negative label, and saliency
map generated by our method. Images are from BraTS and CHAOS dataset.

In this work, we propose a novel WSSS framework with conditional diffusion
models (CDM) as we observe that the predicted noises on different condition
show difference. Instead of completely removing the noises from images, we cal-
culate the derivative of the predicted noise after a few stages with respect to
conditions so that the related objects are highlighted in the gradient map with
less background misidentified. As the output of diffusion model is not differen-
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tiable with respect to the discrete condition input, we adopt the finite difference
method, i.e., perturbing the condition embedding by a small amplitude and log-
ging the change of the output with DDIM [20] generative process. In addition,
our method does not require the full reverse denoising process for the noised
images and may only need one or a few iterations. Thus the inference time of
our method is comparable to that of CAM-based approaches. We evaluate our
methods on two different tasks, brain tumor segmentation and kidney segmen-
tation, and provide the quantitative results of both CAM based and diffusion
model based methods as comparison. Our approach achieves state-of-the-art
performance on both datasets, demonstrating the effectiveness of the proposed
framework. We also conduct extensive ablation studies to analyze the impact of
various components in our framework and provide reasoning for each design.

2 Methods

2.1 Training Conditional Denoising Diffusion Models

Suppose that we have a sample x0 from distribution D(x|y), and y is the condi-
tion. The condition y can be various, like different modality [21], inpainting [3]
and low resolution images [18]. In this work, y ∈ {y0, y1} indicates the binary
classification label, like brain CT scans without tumor vs. with tumor. We then
gradually add Guassian noise to the original image sample with different level
t ∈ {0, 1, ..., T} as

q(xt|xt−1, y) := N (xt|y;
√

1− βtxt−1|y, βtI) (1)

With fixed variance {β1, β2, ..., βt}, xt can be explicitly expressed by x0,

q(xt|x0, y) := N (xt|y;
√
ᾱtx0|y, (1− ᾱt)I) (2)

where αt := 1− βt, ᾱt :=
∏t

s=1 αs.
Then a conditional U-Net [17] ϵθ(x, t, y) is trained to approximate the reverse

denoising process,

pθ(xt−1|xt, y) := N (xt−1;µθ(xt, t, y), Σθ(xt, t, y)) (3)

The variance µσ can be learnable parameters or a fixed set of scalars, and both
settings achieve comparable results in [10]. As for the mean, after reparameter-
ization with xt =

√
ᾱtx0 +

√
1− ᾱtϵ for ϵ ∼ N (0, I), the loss function can be

simplified as:
L := Ex0,ϵ

∥∥ϵ− ϵθ(
√
ᾱtx0 +

√
1− ᾱtϵ, t, y)

∥∥ (4)

As for how to infuse binary condition y in the U-Net, we follow the strategy
in [7], using a embedding projection function e = f(y), f ∈ R → Rn, with
n being the embedding dimension. Then the condition embedding is added to
feature maps in different blocks. After training the denoising model, Tashiro et
al. [3] proved that the network can yield the desired conditional distribution
D(x|y) given condition y.
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Algorithm 1 Generation of WSSS prediction mask using differentiate condi-
tional model with DDIM sampling

Input: input image x with label y1, noise level Q, inference stage R, noise
predictor ϵθ, τ
Output: prediction mask of label y1
for all t from 1 to Q do

xt ←
√
1− βtxt−1 + βt ∗ N (0, I)

end for
a← zeros(x.shape)
x′
t ← xt.copy()

for all t from Q to Q-R do
ϵ̂1 ← ϵθ(xt, t, f(y1)), ϵ̂0 ← ϵθ(x

′
t, t, τf(y1) + (1− τ)f(y0))

xt−1 ←
√
ᾱt−1(

xt−
√
1−ᾱtϵ̂1√
ᾱt

) +
√
1− ᾱt−1ϵ̂1

x′
t−1 ←

√
ᾱt−1(

x′
t−

√
1−ᾱtϵ̂0√
ᾱt

) +
√
1− ᾱt−1ϵ̂0

a← a+ 1
1−τ (xt−1 − x′

t−1)
end for
return a

2.2 Gradient Map w.r.t Condition

Inspired by the finding in [2] that the denoising model extracts semantic infor-
mation when performing reverse diffusion process, we aim to get segmentation
mask from the sample generated by single or just several reverse Markov steps
with DDIM [20]. The reason for using DDIM is that one can generate a sample
xt−1 from xt deterministically if removing the random noise term via:

xt−1(xt, t, y) =
√
ᾱt−1(

xt −
√
1− ᾱtϵ̂θ(xt, y)√

ᾱt
) +

√
1− ᾱt−1ϵ̂θ(xt, y) (5)

When given the same images at noise level Q, but with different conditions, the
noises predicted by the network ϵθ are supposed to reflect the localization of
target objects, that is equivalently ∥xt−1(xt, t, y1)− xt−1(xt, t, y0)∥. This idea is
quite similar to [23] if we keep sampling xt−1 until x0. However, it is not guaran-
teed that the condition y0 does not change background areas besides the object
needed to be localized. Therefore, in order to minimize the error caused by the
generation process, we propose to visualize the sensitivity of xt−1(xt, t, y1) w.r.t

condition y1, that is
∂xt−1

∂y . Since the embedding projection function f(·) is not
differentiable, we approximate the gradient using the finite difference method:

∂xt−1(xt, t, y)

∂y
|y=y1 = lim

τ→1

xt−1(xt, t, f(y1))− xt−1(xt, t, τf(y1) + (1− τ)f(y0))

1− τ
(6)

in which, τ is the moving weight from f(y1) towards f(y0). The weight τ can not
be too close to 1, otherwise there is no noticeable gap between xt−1 and x′

t−1,
and we find τ = 0.95 gives the best performance. Algorithm 1 shows the detailed
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workflow of obtaining the segmentation mask of samples with label y1. Notice
that we iterate the process (5) for R steps, and the default R in this work is set
as 10, much smaller than Q = 400. The purpose of R is to amplify the change of
xt−1 since the condition does not change the predicted noise a lot in one step.

In addition, we find that the guidance of additional classifier can further boost
the WSSS task, by passing the gradient ϵ̂ ← ϵθ(xt) − s

√
1− ᾱt∇xt

logpϕ(y|xt),
where pϕ is the classifier and s is the gradient scale. Then, in Algorithm 1, ϵ̂1
and ϵ̂0 have additional terms guided by gradient of y1 and y0, respectively. The
ablation studies of related hyperparameters can be seen in Section 3.2.

3 Experiments and Results

Brain Tumor Segmentation BraTS(Brain Tumor Segmentation challenge) [1]
contains 2,000 cases of 3D brain scans, each of which includes four different MRI
modalities as well as tumor segmentation ground truth. In this work, we only use
the FLAIR channel and treat all types of tumor as one single class. We divide
the official training set into 9:1 for training and validation purpose, and evaluate
our method on the official validation set. For preprocessing, we slice each volume
into 2D images, following the setting in [6]. Then the total number of slices in
training set is 193,905, and we report metrics on the 5802 positive samples in
the test set

Kidney Segmentation This task is conducted on dataset from ISBI 2019
CHAOS Challenge [13], which contains 20 volumes of T2-SPIR MR abdominal
scans. CHAOS provides pixel-wise annotation for several organs, but we focus on
the kidney. We split the 20 volumes into four folds for cross-validation, and then
decompose 3D volumes to 2D slices in every fold. In the test stage, we remove
slices with area of interest taking up less than 5% of the total area in the slice,
in order to avoid the influence of extreme cases on the average results.

Only classification labels are used during training the diffusion models, and
segmentation masks are used for evaluation in the test stage. For both datasets,
we repeat the evaluation protocols for four times and report the average metrics
and their standard deviation on test set.

3.1 Implementation Details

As for model architecture, we use the same setting as in [9]. The diffusion model
is based on U-Net with encoder and decoder consisting of resnet blocks. We
implement two different versions of the proposed method, one without classifier
guidance and one with it. To differentiate the two in the experiments, we continue
to call them former CDM, and the latter CG-CDM. The classifier used in CG-
CDM is the same as the encoder of the diffusion model. We stop training the
diffusion model after 50,000 iterations or 7 days, and the classifier is trained
for 20,000 iterations. We choose AdamW as the optimizer with learning rate
being 1e-5 and 5e-5 for diffusion model and classifier. The batch sizes for both
datasets are 2. The implementation of all methods in this work is based on
PyTorch library, and all experiments are run on a single NVIDIA RTX 2080Ti.
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Table 1: Comparisons with state-of-the-art WSSS methods on BraTS dataset.
“CAM” refers to CAM-based methods, “DM” means methods based on diffusion
models, and “FSL” is short for fully supervised learning.

Types Methods Dice↑ mIoU↑ HD95↓ infer time

CAM

GradCAM [19] 0.235±0.075 0.149±0.051 44.4±8.9 3.79s
GradCAM++ [4] 0.281±0.084 0.187±0.059 32.6±6.0 3.59s
ScoreCAM [22] 0.303±0.053 0.202±0.039 32.7±2.1 27.0s
LayerCAM [12] 0.276±0.082 0.184±0.058 30.4±6.6 4.07s

DM
CG-Diff [23] 0.456±0.043 0.325±0.036 43.4±3.0 116s

CDM 0.525±0.057 0.407±0.051 26.0±5.2 1.61s
CG-CDM 0.563±0.023 0.450±0.012 19.2±3.2 2.78s

FSL N/A 0.902±0.028 0.814±0.023 8.1±1.9 0.31s

Table 2: Comparison with state-of-the-art WSSS methods on CHAOS dataset.

Types Methods Dice↑ mIoU↑ HD95↓

CAM

GradCAM [19] 0.105±0.017 0.059±0.010 33.9±5.1
GradCAM++ [4] 0.147±0.016 0.085±0.010 28.5±4.5
ScoreCAM [22] 0.135±0.024 0.078±0.015 32.1±6.7
LayerCAM [12] 0.194±0.022 0.131±0.018 29.7±8.1

DM
CG-Diff [23] 0.235±0.025 0.152±0.020 27.1±3.2

CDM 0.263±0.028 0.167±0.042 26.6±2.4
CG-CDM 0.311±0.018 0.186±0.014 23.3±3.4

FSL N/A 0.847±0.011 0.765±0.023 3.6±1.7

3.2 Results

Comparison with state of the arts We benchmark our methods against
previous WSSS works on two datasets in Table1 & 2, in terms of dice score,
mean intersection over union (mIoU), and Hausdorff distance (HD95). For CAM
based methods, we include the classical GradCAM [19] and GradCAM++ [4],
as well as two more recent methods, ScoreCAM [22] and LayerCAM [12]. The
implementation of these CAM approaches is based on the repository [8]. For
diffusion based methods, we include the only diffusion model for medical image
segmentation in the WSSS literature, namely CG-Diff [23]. We follow the default
setting in [23], setting noise level Q = 400 and gradient scale s = 100. We also
present the results under the fully supervised learning setting, which is the upper
bond of all WSSS methods.

From the results, we can make several key observations. Firstly, our proposed
method, even without classifier guidance, outperform all other WSSS methods
including the classifier guided diffusion model CG-Diff on both datasets for all
three metrics. When classifier guidance is provided, the improvement gets even
bigger, and CG-CDM can beat other methods regarding segmentation accuracy.
Secondly, all WSSS methods have performance drop on kidney dataset compared
with BraTS dataset. This demonstrates that the kidney segmentation task is a
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input gt ScoreCAM LayerCAM CG-Diff CDM CG-CDM

Fig. 2: Visualization of WSSS segmentation masks using different methods on
both BraTS and CHAOS dataset. The threshold is decided by average Otsu
thresholding [14].

more challenging task for WSSS than brain tumor task, which may be caused
by the small training size and diverse appearance across slices in the CHAOS
dataset.

Time efficiency Regarding inference time for different methods, as shown
in Table1, both CDM and CG-CDM are much faster than CG-Diff. The default
noise level Q is set as 400 for all diffusion model approaches, and our methods
run 10 iterations during the denoising steps. For all CAM-based approaches, we
add augmentation smooth and eigen smooth suggested in [8] to reduce noise in
the prediction mask. This post-processing greatly increases the inference time.
Without the two smooth methods, the inference time for GradCAM is 0.031s,
but the segmentation accuracy is significantly degraded. Therefore, considering
both inference time and performance, our method is a better option than CAM
for WSSS.

Ablation Studies There are several important hyperparameters in our
framework, noise level Q, number of iterations R, moving weight τ , and gra-
dient scale s. The default setting is CG-CDM on BraTS dataset with Q = 400,
R = 10, τ = 0.95, and s = 10. We evaluate the influence of one hyperparameter
at a time by keeping other parameters at their default values. As illustrated in
Fig. 3, a few observations can be made: (1) Either too large or too small noise
level can negatively influence the performance. When Q is small, most spatial
information is still kept in xt and the predicted noise by diffusion model contains
no semantic knowledge. When Q is large, most of the spatial information is lost
and the predicted noise can be distracted from original structure. Meanwhile,
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Fig. 3: Ablation studies of hyper-parameters on BraTS dataset, including noise
level Q, number of iterations R, moving weight τ , and gradient scale s.

larger number of iterations can lightly improve the dice score at the beginning.
When R gets too high, the error in the background is also accumulated after
too many iterations. (2) We try different τ in the range (0, 1.0). Small τ leads
to more noises in the background when calculating the difference in different
conditions. On the other hand, as τ gets close to 1, the difference between xt−1

and x′
t−1 becomes minor, and the gradient map mainly comes from the guidance

of the classifier, making localization not so accurate. Thus, τ = 0.95 becomes the
optimal choice for this task. (3) As for gradient scale, Fig. 3 shows that before
s = 100, larger gradient scale can boost the CDM, because at this time, the
gradient from the classifier is at the same magnitude as the difference caused by
the changed condition embedding. When the guidance of the classifier becomes
dominant, the dice score gets lower as the background is distorted by too large
gradients.

4 Conclusion

In this paper, we present a novel weakly supervised semantic segmentation frame-
work based on conditional diffusion models. Fundamentally, the essence of gener-
ative approaches on WSSS is maximizing the change in class-related areas while
minimizing the noise in the background. Our methods are designed around this
rule to enhance the state-of-the-art. First, existing work that utilizes a trained
classifier to remove target objects leads to unpredictable distortion in other ar-
eas, thus we decide to iterate the reverse denoising process for as few steps as
possible. Second, to amplify the difference caused by different conditions, we
extract the semantic information from gradient of the noise predicted by the
diffusion model. Finally, this rule also applies to all other designs and choice of
hyper-parameters in our framework. When compared with latest WSSS methods
on two public medical image segmentation datasets, our method shows superior
performance regarding both segmentation accuracy and inference efficiency.
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activation map

prediction map

s=0 s=10 s=100 s=250input gt

Fig. 4: How gradient scale s impacts the performance of our framework on BraTS
dataset. When s=0, it means purely conditional diffusion model without guid-
ance of external classifier. The activation map is the output a from Algorithm
1. The prediction map is obtained by setting a average Otsu threshold.

activation map

prediction map

R=1 R=10 R=200 R=400input gt

Fig. 5: How inference iteration R impacts the performance of our framework
on BraTS dataset. The activation map is the output a from Algorithm 1. The
prediction map is obtained by setting a average Otsu threshold.
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