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Abstract

Large diffusion models have become mainstream generative
models in both academic studies and industrial AIGC appli-
cations. Recently, a number of works further explored how
to employ the power of large diffusion models as zero-shot
classifiers. While recent zero-shot diffusion-based classi-
fiers have made performance advancement on benchmark
datasets, they still suffered badly from extremely slow clas-
sification speed (e.g., ∼1000 seconds per classifying single
image on ImageNet). The extremely slow classification speed
strongly prohibits existing zero-shot diffusion-based classi-
fiers from practical applications. In this paper, we propose
an embarrassingly simple and efficient zero-shot Gaussian
Diffusion Classifiers (GDC) via pretrained text-to-image dif-
fusion models and DINOv2. The proposed GDC can not only
significantly surpass previous zero-shot diffusion-based clas-
sifiers by over 10 points (61.40% → 71.44%) on ImageNet,
but also accelerate more than 30000 times (1000 → 0.03
seconds) classifying a single image on ImageNet. Addi-
tionally, it provides probability interpretation of the results.
Our extensive experiments further demonstrate that GDC
can achieve highly competitive zero-shot classification per-
formance over various datasets and can promisingly self-
improve with stronger diffusion models. To the best of our
knowledge, the proposed GDC is the first zero-shot diffusion-
based classifier that exhibits both competitive accuracy and
practical efficiency.

1. Introduction
Diffusion models, as the representative of generative mod-
els, have achieved tremendous success and attracted great
attention due to their impressive performance [14]. Diffu-
sion models have been proposed with similar ideas, includ-
ing Diffusion Probabilistic Models [61], Noise-conditioned
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Score-based Generative Models [62], and Denoising Diffu-
sion Probabilistic Models [20]. Diffusion models serve as
backbone algorithms of various AIGC applications, includ-
ing image generation [37, 48, 50, 55, 56], video generation
[3, 21], 3D generation [30, 46, 69], and speech generation
[24, 49, 70].

Diffusion models have been continually improving with
increasingly more model parameters, training data, and com-
putational resources [44, 45]. We particularly note that mod-
ern large generative models usually have cost much more
computational resources and training data than modern dis-
criminative models. With such strong generative ability and
large resources/data, large generative models should be very
powerful foundation models for more applications. A gener-
ative classifier is a type of classification model that is based
on the principles of generative models. This line of research,
often called zero-shot generative classifiers, has suggested
promising potential and advantages, especially in the era
of large generative models. Recent advancements in large
diffusion models [45, 48, 57, 71] make powerful zero-shot
generative classifiers become more possible.

Only a few pioneering works have explored zero-shot
diffusion-based classifiers. Li et al. [28] and Clark and Jaini
[10] similarly employed the denoising loss of each class via
large Stable Diffusion (SD) models to achieve state-of-the-
art zero-shot classification performance on ImageNet [13].
Jaini et al. [22] studied intriguing properties of zero-shot
diffusion-based classifiers and argued that they approximate
human object recognition data surprisingly well. Emerging
zero-shot diffusion-based classifiers are mainly loss-based
diffusion-based classifiers. While we have seen progress in
recent works, zero-shot diffusion-based classifiers are still
very naive and largely suffer from extremely slow classifi-
cation speed. For example, it takes around 1133 seconds
per classifying a single image from ImageNet [28]. The
poor efficiency is exactly the main bottleneck of applying
zero-shot diffusion-based classifiers widely in practice.

Contribution In this paper, we solve the efficiency prob-
lem of zero-shot diffusion-based classifiers and demonstrate
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their promising performance. We made two contributions.
First, we introduce a simple yet useful baseline Diffusion-

based zero-shot classifier, namely the Gaussian Diffusion
Classifier (GDC), which can predict the class probability
give a test image efficiently and accurately. We present its
illustration in Figure 2 and its pseudocode in Algorithm 1.
It accelerates more than 30000 times (from 1133 seconds to
0.03 seconds), classifying a single image on ImageNet dur-
ing evaluation. To the best of our knowledge, the proposed
GDC is the first zero-shot diffusion classifier that exhibits
both competitive accuracy and practical efficiency.

Second, our extensive experiments demonstrate that GDC
can achieve impressive zero-shot classification performance
over various datasets. For example, as Table 1 shows, the
proposed GDC can significantly surpass previous zero-shot
diffusion-based classifiers by more than 10 points (from
61.40% to 71.44%) on ImageNet, the most popular image
classification benchmark. Interestingly, when provided with
one single training images, GDC can outperform CLIP. We
also show that GDC can promisingly self-improve its perfor-
mance with stronger diffusion models, which will naturally
appear in the future.

Structure of the paper In Section 2, we review related
work and highlights distinctions from zero-shot diffusion-
based classifiers. In Section 3, we clearly explain our mo-
tivation for using Gaussian-based classifier. In Section 4,
we formally introduce our GDC method details. In Section
5, we present comprehensive experimental results, demon-
strating both the empirical success and unique properties of
our zero-shot diffusion-based classifiers. In Section 7 we
provide case analyses and discusses the main limitations,
while in Section 8 we conclude our work.

2. Related Work
In this section, we review related work and discuss how
they differ from the studies of zero-shot diffusion-based
classifiers.

Text-to-Image Diffusion Models Since generative dif-
fusion models have been proposed, pioneering works have
shown impressive image generation improvements over pre-
vious mainstream GAN-based methods [14, 53]. GLIDE
[38] is the pioneering work on text-to-image generation,
which explored classifier-free guidance for the sample photo-
realism and caption similarity. Imagen [56] further adopted
a pretrained and frozen large language model as the text
encoder. Latent Diffusion is a milestone of text-to-image
diffusion models. SD [55] made significant progress towards
diffusion in low-dimensional latent space. Dall-E 2 [54]
further explored multimodal latent space. We recommend
Yang et al. [71] for a comprehensive survey on diffusion
models. However, this line of research only focused on gen-
erative tasks and failed to explore the promising potential of
diffusion models in discriminative tasks.

Generative classifiers Discriminative models directly
learn to model the decision boundary of the underlying clas-
sification task, while generative models learn to model the
(conditioned) distribution of the data. A large body of works
[29, 36, 58, 63, 73] studied generative classifiers from a
Bayesian perspective. A number of works [12, 27, 34, 75]
reported that generative classifiers may naturally accom-
plish relatively good robustness for classification. Chen [8]
highlights the generative classifiers with pre-trained diffu-
sion models have potential for adversarial robustness com-
pared with the commonly studied discriminative classifiers.
Several seminal works [5–7, 18, 19] studied efficient rep-
resentations of generative models, which are later used for
downstream tasks. However, directly employing generative
models for classification in a zero-shot way is still under-
explored. Most of these works required training data and did
not touch zero-shot generative classification. Zero-shot gen-
erative classifiers require essentially different methods and
exhibit novel intriguing properties [22] beyond conventional
generative classifiers that require training data.

Zero-Shot Classification Common machine-learning
methods focus on classifying instances whose classes have al-
ready been seen in training, which is sometimes not possible
in practice. Zero-shot learning is a powerful and promising
learning paradigm where, at test time, a learner observes
samples from classes that were not observed during train-
ing and needs to predict the class that they belong to [65].
Some works have explored zero-shot classification with vari-
ous techniques, such as co-occurrences of visual concepts
for knowledge transfer [35], learning latent embeddings
[23, 68, 72], and generating visual representations [6]. Re-
cently, it has become well known that large vision-language
models, such as CLIP, are robust and strong unsupervised
multitask learners [51, 67]. Further, fine-tuned large lan-
guage models are also reported to be powerful zero-shot
learners for many downstream tasks [66].

This naturally leads to an open question: are large diffu-
sion models also efficient and powerful zero-shot classifiers?
Moreover, if large diffusion models are capable, how to en-
able the model output the classification results and further
endow the results with a probabilistic interpretation? Large
diffusion models must require essentially different zero-shot
methodology beyond the previous zero-shot methodology of
Large Language Models. As we mentioned in Section 1, this
line of research only contains a few pioneering works and is
still largely under-explored.

3. Motivation
We use DINOv2 [41] to extract image features from two well-
known classification datasets, CIFAR100 and ImageNet, and
analyze the resulting feature distributions. We examine the
distribution of random 30 components from PCA. As shown
in Figure 1, the feature values approximate a Gaussian distri-



Algorithm 1 Gaussian Diffusion Classifier

Input: examples to classify {xj}mj=1, data categories
{yi}ki=1, a diffusion model M, an image encoder E , N
reference images per class
1) Preparation Phase
Initialize embeddings[yi] = [] for each class
for i = 1 to k do

for k = 1 to n do
x̃ = M(y) // Generate reference images
e = E(x̃) // Compute image embeddings
embeddings[yi].append(e) // Store image embed-
dings for each class/cluster

end for
end for
GMM = [G1, G2 . . . Gk]// Construct GMM with k Gaus-
sian components using stored clusters
2) Gaussian-based Classification Phase
for j = 1 to n do
e = E(xj) // Compute test images’ embeddings
Initialize probility[yi] = 0 for each cluster
for i = 1 to k do

// Decide which cluster xj belongs to
p(yi|x) = p(e|yi)p(yi)∑k

j=1 p(e|yj)p(yi)

end for
x ∈ yi, ⇐⇒ yi = argmax

yi

p(e|yi) // Predict the label

by the maximal probability
end for

CIFAR-10

Figure 1. We visualize the distribution of image features for random
60 PCA components from a randomly picked class on CIFAR-10.
The red curves representing fitted Gaussian distributions. The
results indicate that the feature values approximate a Gaussian
distribution, motivating our method.

bution. We assess the Gaussianity of image features of each
class in ImageNet by the Shapiro-Wilk normality test [60].
The statistical test results show that, for the 1,000 classes in
ImageNet, more than 60% principal components’ p-value are
higher than 0.05, which indicate that these components can
be approximately Gaussian. Moreover, some components’
p-values are even higher than 0.99. Appendix C and D show
more visual and statistical results. The visualization and

statics results motivate our natural use of a Gaussian Mixture
Model (GMM) to represent each class’s feature distribution.
In this framework, each Gaussian component captures the
mean and variability of the embeddings for a specific class
and predict the modeling probability of a given image embed-
ding. By modeling class distributions probabilistically, the
GMM not only improves classification accuracy but also 194
enables a probabilistic interpretation, facilitating uncertainty
quantification and enhanced interpretability of the results.

4. Methodology
In this section, we present our Gaussian Diffusion Classifiers
(GDC) and show why it can solve the efficiency problem of
zero-shot diffusion-based classifiers.

Notations Suppose we try to classify samples from a
dataset D which contain k categories, {yi}ki=1, and m sam-
ples, {xj}mj=1. A diffusion model M, which models the
text-conditioned distribution p(x|c), can generate images
conditioned on a given class caption c.

Previous zero-shot diffusion-based classifiers [10, 28] are
loss-based methods. When performing classification, they
must spend expensive costs doing diffusion reverse inference
thousands of times per classifying a single image to estimate
some diffusion-based loss of the image x and each class. If
a diffusion model produces a relatively low loss of the pair
of the image x and the class caption c, it suggests that the
class caption y may describe the image x better than the
other candidate class caption. This strategy is natural but
extremely slow, especially when the number of classes is
large. For example, this strategy must repeat k = 100 times
and k = 1000 times per classifying a single image from
CIFAR100 and ImageNet, respectively.

To solve the efficiency problem of zero-shot diffusion-
based classifiers, we must avoid repeating diffusion back-
ward processes k times per classifying a single image. The
basic idea of our method is very simple but effective. We
present the pseudocode of GDC in Algorithm 1. Our GDC
method consists of two phases.

1) Preparation Phase. This phase includes reference
image generation and GMM construction. Before classify-
ing any images, we use diffusion models to generate n (e.g.,
240) reference images per class. To increase the diversity
of these reference images, we apply a prompt augmenta-
tion strategy [42]. This approach allows us to generate only
N × k images to classify arbitrarily large image sets, in-
cluding over one million images from ImageNet. We then
use DINOv2 [41] to extract d-dimensional embeddings for
all reference images. This results in k clusters, each con-
taining N data points in the embedding space, which we
use to construct a Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM) with
k components. For each Gaussian component, we calcu-
late the cluster mean vector µ and the cluster covariance
matrices Σ. For the GMM, we combine the mean vec-
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Figure 2. The overview of our Gaussian Diffusion Classifiers (GDC), which consists of two phases: 1) Preparation Phase and 2) Gaussian-
based Classification Phase. GDC not only can output the classification result but also the probability. For conciseness, we present only three
reference images, while the influence of varying numbers of reference images is discussed in Section 5. Algorithm 1 shows more details.

tors as [µ1, µ2, . . . µk] ∈ Rk×d and covariance matrices
as [Σ1,Σ2, . . . ,Σk] ∈ Rk×d×d. We calculate the cholesky
decomposition of the precision matrixes, the inverse of co-
variance matrix for the GMM.

cholesky([Σ̂0, Σ̂1, . . . Σ̂k]
−1) = LL∗, (1)

where L is a lower triangular matrix with real and positive
diagonal entries, and L∗ denotes the conjugate transpose of
L. Appendix C presents the calculate method for L. The
matrix Σ̂i is defined as Σi + ϵI , and its inverse, Σ̂−1

i , is
referred to as the precision matrix. Here, I represents iden-
tity matrices with the same shape as Σ. The regular term,
ϵ , should be a small positive value (e.g. 10−8), under the
premise of ensuring the positive certainty of the precision
matrix. Appendix B presents the relevant experimental re-
sults for regularization value selection. It is note that storing
the precision matrices instead of the covariance matrices
makes it more efficient to compute the log-likelihood of new
samples at test time.

2) Gaussian-based Classification Phase. Given a set of
cluster data includes k classes, the task of a classifier is to
assign a sample x to one of the k classes. According to Bayes
rule, p(yi|x) can be calculated by using the class-conditional
probability p(x|yi) and the class prior probability of the
class p(yi): p(yi|x) = p(x|yi)p(yi)

p(x) . Thus, the main idea of a
classifier based on Bayes decision theory can be written as
flowing:

x ∈ yi, ⇐⇒ yi = argmax
yi

p(x|yi)p(yi). (2)

The class prior probability p(yi) is commonly known in
advance or can be calculated/estimated using some ap-
proaches [15, 26]. Thus, when we do zero-shot classification
on an image x, we only need to use GMM to compute the
class-condition probability p(x|yi) of x and then assign x
to the class with the highest probability. Noticed, we firstly
use the DINO to extract the features e of x and the input it
to each Gaussian Model to calculate the probabilities. Thus,
ther are p(x|yi) ⇐⇒ p(e|yi) and p(yi|x) ⇐⇒ p(yi|e).

Our GDC can give the probability interpretation for the
results. The posterior probability can be calculated based on
Bayes rule as flowing:

p(yi|x) ⇐⇒ p(yi|e) =
p(e|yi) p(yi)

p(e)

=
p(e|yi) p(yi)∑k

j=1 p(e|yj) p(yj)
.

(3)

The p(e|yi) = 1
2πd/2(|Σi|)1/2

exp
(
− 1

2 (e− ui)
T Σ̂−1

i (e− ui)
)

is the Gaussian density of the ith component in d-
dimensional space, where Σ̂−1

i is the ith precisions_matrix.
So
∑k

i=1 p(yi|x) = 1. This can enable our GDC further
analysis in uncertainty quantification, robustness evaluation,
and risk assessment and also enhance the interpretability of
the method.

The proposed GDC can classify an image very quickly
during deployment, because the Gaussian-based Classifica-
tion Phase only requires the forward process of the image
encoder once and probability calculation. The expensive



and slow diffusion reverse process only happens in the first
Preparation Phase that generates clusters, which can be com-
pleted before deploying GDC. The first phase is prepared for
the whole classification task rather than a single image. So
our classification speed can be several orders of magnitudes
faster than the conventional redundant diffusion reverse pro-
cesses per classifying one image.

5. Empirical Analysis
In this section, we conduct extensive experiments and demon-
strate the impressive efficiency and performance of GDC
over the baseline methods.

Experimental Settings We use popular real-world classi-
fication datasets as benchmark datasets and open-source SD
models as the backbone diffusion model of GDC. We hope
to fairly compare our GDC with the previous state-of-the-
art baseline, namely loss-based diffusion-based classifiers
[10, 28]. We use SDXL-turbo as the default diffusion model
to generate 240 reference images with 512 × 512 and DI-
NOv2 [41] as the default image encoder to output 1536-d
vector for each reference image, unless we specify them
otherwise. In this way, people can conveniently employ our
GDC method in practice and reproduce our results for further
research. The reference images are resized from 512× 512
to 224× 224 to align with the input dimensions of DINOv2.
The default regularization value is 1e−8.

Dataset ImageNet [13], CIFAR-10/100 [25], Flower-
102 [39], Oxford Pet-37 [43], Food-101 [4], STL10 [11],
DTD [9] and Caltech101 [16]. More experimental details
can be found in Appendix A.1.

Prompt Argumentation In the default setting, we use
SDXL-turbo to generate N = 240 reference images for each
class, employing eight different prompt templates to increase
the diversity of the reference images, such as ‘a photo of a
{}’, ‘an origami {}’, ‘art of the {}’, ‘a photo of the small {}’,
and so on(see Appendix A.2). We replace the placeholder
with the name of the category. We use each prompt template
to generate 30 reference images averagely.

Zero-shot Generative Classification We empirically
compare the proposed GDC with the previous state-of-the-
art baseline, Li’s Diffusion Classifier(DC) [28] and Clark’s
DC [10] over various popular benchmark datasets.

We note that, due to the extremely poor efficiency, the
original works that proposed diffusion classifiers [10, 28]
only used a subset (∼ 30000 images) of test sets for eval-
uation. We reproduce the compared DCs performance on
CIFAR-100, which was not reported by Li et al. [28] and
directly use other numerical results of SD models in original
papers [10, 28], as compared DCs may not classify these
whole datasets within a reasonable time. As code relase
problem, we may not present the numerical results of Clark
and Jaini [10] on Flower-102. Also, due to the extensive
testing time required by Li’s DC [28], we are unable to test it

on DTD and Caltech-101 within a reasonable time. Instead,
we use the existing results to compute the mean values in
Table 1.

The results in Table 1 demonstrate our GDC significantly
outperforms the baselines on benchmark datasets. The im-
provements on the three most popular datasets, including
ImageNet, CIFAR-10/100, and Flowers-102, are especially
significant. We believe it is because these three datasets con-
tain rich classes and real-world natural objects, which are
good for generating rich and representative reference clusters.
We report that GDC can consistently outperform compared
DCs over all datasets. And, the mean accuracy gains of CGC
are also up to 4.9 points and 15.9 points compared with Li’s
DC [28] and Clark’s DC [10], respectively, over the evalu-
ated multiple datasets. Considering the efficiency advantage
of GDC, the accuracy gains are very impressive.

Computational Efficiency Since poor efficiency is the
main bottleneck of employing zero-shot diffusion-based
classifiers, it is essentially important to analyze the com-
putational efficiency. In Table 2, we carefully evaluate the
computational efficiency of GDC and Li’s DC on ImageNet
and CIFAR-100. We particularly focus on single-image clas-
sification time, because this metric reflects the efficiency of
employing diffusion-based classifiers in the real world. If the
single-image classification time is short enough, zero-shot
diffusion-based classifiers with good classification perfor-
mance will truly start to compete with common discrimina-
tive models on classification tasks. We also present the total
time of performing zero-shot classification on the benchmark
datasets, because the time of classifying a dataset provides
simple and fair efficiency comparisons. Fortunately, we find
that the proposed GDC is several orders of magnitude faster
than Li’s DC in both efficiency metrics.

One-shot Classification Results Table 1 presents the
zero-shot performance across various benchmarks, while
Table 3 demonstrates the accuracy on ImageNet, CIFAR10
and CIFAR100 under one-shot setting. We randomly re-
place one reference image with a real image. We employ
pre-trained OpenCLIP(ViT-H-14 [52]) on these dataset to
calculate the similarity score between the visual features and
text features.The text prompt is ’a photo of a {}’, with the
{} replaced by the class name. The test image is assigned
to the class with the highest similarity score. From the re-
sults, we observe that even with only one single real data,
the performance of GDC surpasses CLIP over 1.0, 1.2 and
4.2 receptively on ImageNet, CIFAR10 and CIFAR100. In-
corporating real data enables the estimated Gaussian model
to more accurately capture the distribution of the test data.

6. Ablation Analysis
In this section, we analysis the key factors affecting GDC
performance.

Choices of the hyperparameter N . N as Algorithm



Method ImageNet CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100 STL-10 Pet-37 Food-101 Flower-102 Caltech-101 DTD Mean

Li’s DC [28] 61.4 88.5 67.6 95.4 87.3 77.7 66.3 - - 77.7
Clark’s DC [10] 61.9 72.1 45.3 92.8 72.5 71.6 - 73.0 44.6 66.7

GDC (Ours) 71.4 96.8 84.0 96.5 92.3 81.2 81.4 91.4 48.2 82.6

Table 1. Zero-shot generative classification on benchmark datasets. The proposed GDC significantly outperforms the baselines.(we use the
existing results to calculate the mean value.)

Dataset Method Preparation Dataset Classification Total Time Single-Image Classification

ImageNet GDC(Ours) 28.219 h 0.410 h 28.629 h 0.030 s
Li’s DC [28] 0 15737 h 15737 h 1133 s

CIFAR-100 GDC(Ours) 0.177 h 0.052 h 0.229 h 0.019 s
Li’s DC [28] 0 333 h 333 h 120 s

Table 2. Computational Time Comparison (V100 GPU time). Datasets: ImageNet and CIFAR-100. Single-image classification time reflects
the efficiency of employing diffusion-based classifiers in the real world, while the total time reflects the efficiency of performing classification
on the benchmark datasets.

Method ImageNet CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100 Mean

CLIP 75.2 97.2 84.2 85.5
GDC (zero-shot) 71.4 96.8 84.0 77.7
GDC (one-shot) 76.2 98.4 88.4 87.7

Table 3. One-shot generative classification accuracy of GDC. We
randomly replace the generated reference images with one single
training image.

1 shows, we need to specify the choices of the hyper-
parameter n (the number of reference images per class).
We first conduct the experiment of GDC with N ∈
{5, 10, 30, 60, 120, 240} in Figure 3. With more reference
images, we can obtain more statistically stable clusters for
zero-shot classification, which often leads to higher classi-
fication accuracy. While we use N = 240 as the default
setting, we notice that GDC with 100 reference images can
perform similarly well and cost only half preparation time
while trying to maintain performance as much as possible.
The results in the figure suggest that GDC is pretty robust to
the choice of N . Of course, the choice of N almost does not
affect single-image classification time, because the embed-
ding extraction of the image encoder costs most single-image
classification time.

Without Prompt Augmentation To evaluate the impor-
tance of the diversity of reference image, we compare the
results of eights prompts and one single prompt, ‘a photo of
a {}’ on three representative datasets: ImageNet, CIFAR10
and CIFAR100.

Table 4 clearly shows that the results with reference im-
ages generated using diversity prompts have significant ad-

Method ImageNet CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100 Mean

wo/ augmentation 68.5 87.2 77.3 77.7
w/ augmentation 71.4 96.8 84.0 84.1

Table 4. Zero-shot generative classification accuracy of GDC with
vs. without the prompt augmentation strategy for reference images
on ImageNet, CIFAR10 and CIFAR100 datasets.

vantage across all three representative datasets. The diversity
prompts mitigate the concentration of the generated refer-
ence image distribution, thereby enhancing its alignment
with the Gaussian distribution of the test category.

Stronger Diffusion, Stronger Classification We further
evaluate the zero-shot classification performance of vari-
ous diffusion models. In terms of text-to-image generation
quality, the models rank as SD-turbo > SD 1.5 > SD 1.3
> SD 1.1. Due to experimental time constraints, the num-
ber of reference images in this evaluation is set to 30. The
results are shown in Figure 4. As depicted, diffusion mod-
els with superior generation performance also demonstrate
significantly better classification performance. This find-
ing underscores a key advantage of our method: stronger
diffusion models lead to better classification results. Diffu-
sion models can be improved through various approaches
such as increasing data and adjusting the structure [31, 55],
obtaining better initial noise [17, 50, 74], optimizing the
sampling strategy [1, 32, 33, 59], and enhancing alignment
capabilities [31, 47, 64]. Such advancements not only boost
generative performance but also naturally enhance zero-shot
classification capabilities.
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7. Discussion

In this section, we discuss case study, error analysis, limita-
tions, and potential directions.

Case Study Through good and bad case analysis, we may
highlight some success or failure modes of GDC. Recent
studies analyzed label errors in ImageNet and pointed out
that most label errors come from ambiguous instances and
the resulting human uncertainty [40]. We particularly eval-
uate GDC on the instances difficult for human annotators
and surprisingly observe that GDC is able to correctly clas-
sify many instances that human annotators cannot correctly
classify. In Figure 5, we randomly present some instances
in which ImageNet incorrectly annotates given by Cleanlab
[40]. Fortunately, GDC yields reasonably good semantic
labels for the shown cases.

GDC

GDC

Figure 5. GDC can correct some common label errors in ImageNet.
We provide examples illustrating instances where the ImageNet
dataset assigns incorrect labels but GDC can annotate correctly.
Cleanlab [40], which focuses on correcting incorrect labels, can
be accessed from this URL. The results demonstrate that GDC
yields equivalent correct results as Cleanlab for these hard cases
and excels in distinguishing visually similar instances.

Visual Comparision In Figure 6, we illustrate visual
examples where Li’s DC misclassifies, but our GDC suc-
cessfully classifies them. Our method shows exceptional
performance in challenging scenarios, such as when the
subject’s texture is similar to the background (e.g., hammer-
head shark), the subject appears small (e.g., macaw), or the
subject is partially occluded (e.g., goldfish and Whippet).
These improvements can be credited to the diverse reference
samples generated by SD, the critical features extracted by
DINO, and the robust modeling power of GMM. These re-
sults inspire further research into Gaussian-based diffusion
classification approaches.

Error Analysis We first show multiple examples of cor-
rectly/incorrectly classified instances from ImageNet in Fig-
ure 7 and summarize three kinds of typical errors that may
help us better understand and improve GDC. We try to under-
stand when and why GDC fails. First, a class of erroneous
cases fools GDC because the object is well hidden in the
environment and is visually difficult for object recognition.
For example, the misclassified water snake in the Figure
7 belong to this class of erroneous cases. In these cases,
GDC may be misled by the environment but not the main
semantic object. Second, another class of erroneous cases
fool GDC because multiple semantic objects co-exist in the
images. For example, the misclassified trench coat in the
Figure 7 appears with a man riding a bicycle. In these cases,
even human annotators may not exactly identify which is the
main semantic label. We do not have a single ground-truth

https://github.com/cleanlab/cleanlab


Li’s DC: stingray
GDC: hammerhead shark

Li’s DC: common sorrel horse
GDC: goldfish

Li’s DC: Geoffroy’s 
spider monkey GDC: macaw

Li’s DC: stingray
GDC: electric ray

Li’s DC: hair wig
GDC: Whippet

Li’s DC: praying mantis
GDC: lacewing

Li’s DC Ours GDC

Figure 6. Some visual results misclassified by Li’s DC are correctly
classified by our GDC.

label for co-existent semantic objects. So, it actually makes
sense that GDC predicts the semantic label of one of the co-
existent semantic objects. Third, some erroneous cases fool
GDC because the camera views are unusual. For example,
the misclassified prison house in the Figure 7 is shown from
the inside angle with a man standing outside of the prison
cell. As for these cases, diffusion models rarely generate
unusual camera views without specific prompts. To mitigate
the typical errors, we believe improving the generation di-
versity and focusing on the main objects can be valuable.
For example, we may design more strategies to improve the
diversity of 1) background, 2) co-existent semantic objects,
and 3) camera views.

Limitations (1) While our method achieves impressive
accuracy, GDC also regularly produces bad classification
results for some typical cases. We do not completely know
about the scope of these erroneous cases. This may limit
the application scope of GDC for some settings. (2) We
use image features with full dimensions to construct GMM.
There may be redundancies and outliers here. Projecting the
features into a low-dimensional space may a useful way to
further analyze and enhance GDC.

Future Directions (1) The framework of Gaussian-based
generative classification be easily generalized to other learn-
ing tasks beyond standard classification, including novel
class discovery and anomaly detection, particularly when
obtaining training data is difficult. (2) It is also interesting to
employ GDC-based methods to solve various domain tasks,
such as medical image analysis and remote sensing, which
may leverage the power of large diffusion models. (3) Ac-
cording to our observation that stronger diffusion models
lead to stronger classifiers, zero-shot classification accuracy
on ImageNet can naturally become a useful performance

…Water snake …Water snakeàHognose snake

… …Crane CraneàFile cabinet

Trench coat Trench coatàTandem bicycle… …

Reference images Reference images

… …Prison houseàWorm fencePrison house

…Water snake …Water snakeàHognose snake

… …Crane CraneàFile cabinet

Trench coat Trench coatàTandem bicycle… …

Reference images Reference images

… …Prison houseàWorm fencePrison house

Figure 7. Correct Cases and Erroneous Cases. We show examples
of correctly and incorrectly classified instances from ImageNet.
The large images are the test images, while the small images are the
generated reference images corresponding to the category assigned
by GDC.

measure for text-to-image generation. It will be interesting
to deeply analysis how generative abilities associate with the
generated image embeddings.

8. Conclusion

In this paper, we aim at solving the efficiency bottleneck
of zero-shot diffusion-based classifiers while maintaining
good accuracy. Leveraging the powerful generative abili-
ties of pretrained diffusion models without requiring any
training data, the proposed GDC not only well solved the ex-
tremely poor efficiency problem but also achieved very com-
petitive classification performance on popular benchmark
datasets. For example, on ImageNet, the most popular classi-
fication dataset, GDC accelerates single-image classification
by 30000 times and outperforms previous diffusion-based
classifiers by 10 points. As the first zero-shot diffusion-based
classifier that exhibits both competitive accuracy and prac-



tical efficiency, our work makes zero-shot diffusion-based
classifiers get much closer to real-world applications. With
stronger diffusion models that will appear in future, GDC can
even naturally self-improve these advantages. While some
limitations still exist, it will be very promising to further
understanding and improve this approach.
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A Simple and Efficient Baseline for Zero-Shot Generative Classification

Supplementary Material

A. Experimental Settings of Main Experiments

Computational environment. The experiments are con-
ducted on a computing cluster with GPUs of NVIDIA®

Tesla™ V100, and Intel(R) Xeon(R) Platinum 8352V CPU
@ 2.10GHz.

A.1. Datasets and Data Preprocessing
For a comprehensive comparison, we conduct experiments
across seven benchmark classification datasets as follows:

ImageNet-1K [13] is a large-scale visual database de-
signed for visual object recognition research. It encompasses
1,000 distinct categories, with each category featuring 50
images in the validation subdataset. The challenges posed by
this dataset for image classification include some categories
with similar appearances and variations in resolutions across
the dataset.

CIFAR-10/CIFAR-100 [25] includes 10/100 different
categories, respectively, covering a range of common objects.
Each dataset comprises 10,000 test images with dimensions
of 32× 32 pixels. The low resolution poses a challenge for
the classification task.

Flower-102 [39] comprises 102 distinct flower categories,
with each category containing between 40 and 258 images,
all with resolutions exceeding 500 × 500 pixels. The test
subdataset includes over 6,000 images. The images exhibit
variations in scale, poses, and lighting. Moreover, certain
categories display significant intra-category variations, and
some categories are remarkably similar. These factors con-
tribute to the increased difficulty of classification tasks.

Oxford Pet-37 [43] is a widely used pet classification
dataset featuring 37 categories, each containing approxi-
mately 200 images. The test subdataset comprises over
3,600 images with varying resolutions.

Food-101 [4] is a challenging food recognition dataset
with 101 categories. Each class includes 250 manually re-
viewed test images, rescaled to a maximum side length of
512 pixels. The presence of noise in some test images adds
a significant challenge to the classification task.

STL-10 [11] The STL-10 dataset is an image recognition
dataset for developing unsupervised feature learning, deep
learning, self-taught learning algorithms. It includes 10
classes: airplane, bird, car, cat, deer, dog, horse, monkey,
ship, truck. Each images is 96× 96 pixels, color. It contains
500 training images, 800 test images per class.

DTD [9] DTD is a texture database, consisting of 5640
images, organized according to a list of 47 terms (categories)
inspired from human perception. There are 120 images for
each category. Image sizes range between 300 × 300 and

640×640, and the images contain at least 90% of the surface
representing the category attribute.

Caltech-101 [16] Pictures of objects belonging to 101
categories. About 40 to 800 images per category. Most
categories have about 50 images.

It is worth noting that, due to our ultra-high computational
efficiency, we can rapidly process entire test data in a short
time. In contrast, for large-scale datasets (e.g., ImageNet-
1k), Li’s DC and Clark’s DC only select part of the data
for validation. The impressive results from Table 1 under-
score the robustness of GDC in achieving effective zero-shot
classification under various challenges.

A.2. Prompt Templates
We use eight different prompt templates:’a photo of a {}’,
’itap of a {}’, ’a bad photo of the {}’, ’a origami {}’, ’a
photo of the large {}’, ’a {} in a video game’,’art of the {}’,
’a photo of the small {}’, replacing the placeholder ’{}’ with
class name. We use each prompt template to generate 30
reference images averagely.

B. Ablation study on regularization values
We conduct ablation experiments of regularization value
across various datasets, including ImageNet, CIFAR-10/100,
Caltech-101, DTD and STL-10. The results are shown in
Table 5.

Regularization value 1e−4 1e−6 1e−8 1e−10

Imagenet 71.23 71.40 71.44 NaN
CIFAR10 97.92 96.96 96.80 NaN

CIFAR100 82.95 83.92 84.02 NaN
Caltech-101 90.96 91.28 91.41 NaN

DTD 48.03 48.24 48.19 NaN
STL-10 95.00 96.46 96.45 NaN

Table 5. The influence of regularization value, ϵ, on classification
accuracy. The lower regularization value correlates with the higher
accuracy. If the value is lower than 1−10, inversing Σ+ ϵI is not
stable.

C. Supplementary Discussion
Normality Test of DINOv2 Features We assess the nor-
mality of DINOv2 feature representations for each class of
generated images by performing Principal Component Anal-
ysis (PCA) followed by the Shapiro-Wilk normality test [60].



We find that 60.01% of the components are approximately
Gaussian according to the statistical tests for ImageNet.

Specifically, for each class, we first extract the DINOv2
feature representations e and compute their covariance ma-
trix. Performing eigenvalue decomposition on this matrix
yields the principal components, which are sorted by de-
scending eigenvalues to prioritize the directions with the
highest variance. We then project e onto these principal
components. To evaluate normality along each component,
we apply the Shapiro-Wilk test to each dimension in the
projected space, yielding a p-value that reflects the likeli-
hood that the distribution is Gaussian. A p-value above 0.05
suggests that normality cannot be rejected in that dimension.
This approach allows us to analyze the normality character-
istics across classes within the principal component space.

Shapiro–Wilk test To better understand the normality
test, we present the calculation of the Shapiro–Wilk test. The
Shapiro–Wilk test [60] tests the null hypothesis that a sample
x1, . . . , xn came from a normally distributed population.
The test statistic is:

W =

(∑n
i=1 aix(i)

)2∑n
i=1(xi − x)2

, (4)

x(i) with parentheses enclosing the subscript index i is the
ith order statistic, i.e., the ith-smallest number in the sample.
x is the sample mean. The coefficients ai are given by:

(a1, . . . , an) =
mTV −1

C
, (5)

where C is a vector norm: ||V −1m|| = (mTV −1V −1m),
and the vector m (m1, . . . ,mn)

T is made of the expected
values of the order statistics of independent and identically
distributed random variables sampled from the standard nor-
mal distribution. The V is the covariance matrix of those
normal order statistics.

Cholesky decomposition We define the Cholesky de-
composition [2] of the precision matrix as the precision
Cholesky term for the GMM. This decomposition represents
a Hermitian, positive-definite matrix as the product of a
lower triangular matrix and its conjugate transpose. It facili-
tates efficient numerical computations and is widely applied
in solving systems of linear equations, linear least squares
problems, nonlinear optimization, Monte Carlo simulations,
matrix inversion, and more.

The Cholesky decomposition of a Hermitian positive-
definite matrix A is expressed as A = LL∗, where L is a
lower triangular matrix with real and positive diagonal en-
tries, and L∗ denotes the conjugate transpose of L. This de-
composition is unique for every Hermitian positive-definite
matrix. When A is a real symmetric positive-definite ma-
trix, the Cholesky decomposition can be written A = LLT,
where L is a real lower triangular matrix with positive diag-
onal entries.

There are various approaches for calculating the Cholesky
decomposition. We present two widely used approaches.
The first one is the Cholesky algorithm, employed to com-
pute the decomposition matrix L, is an modified variant of
Gaussian elimination. The recursive algorithm starts with
i := 1 and

A(1) := A.

At step i, the matrix A(i) has the following form:

A(i) =

Ii−1 0 0
0 ai,i b∗

i

0 bi B(i)

 ,

where Ii−1 denotes the identity matrix of dimension i− 1.
If the matrix Li is defined by

Li :=

Li−1 0 0
0

√
ai,i 0

0 1√
ai,i

bi In−i

 ,

then A(i) can be written as

A(i) = LiA
(i+1)L∗

i ,

where

A(i+1) =

Ii−1 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 B(i) − 1

ai,i
bib

∗
i

 .

Note that bib
∗
i is an outer product. This is repeated for i

from 1 to n. After n steps, A(n+1) = I is obtained, and
hence, the lower triangular matrix L sought for is calculated
as

L := L1L2 · · ·Ln.

The second approaches is the Cholesky–Banachiewicz
and Cholesky–Crout algorithms. If the equation

A = LLT =

L11 0 0
L21 L22 0
L31 L32 L33

L11 L21 L31

0 L22 L32

0 0 L33

 ,

=

 L2
11 L21L11 L31L11

L21L11 L2
21 + L2

22 L31L21 + L32L22

L31L11 L31L21 + L32L22 L2
31 + L2

32 + L2
33

 ,

is written out, the following is obtained:

L =


√
A11 0 0

A21/L11

√
A22 − L2

21 0

A31/L11 (A32 − L31L21)/L22

√
A33 − L2

31 − L2
32

 .

And therefore the following formulas for the entries of L:

Lj,j = (±)

√√√√Aj,j −
j−1∑
k=1

L2
j,k,



Li,j =
1

Lj,j

(
Ai,j −

j−1∑
k=1

Li,kLj,k

)
, for i > j.

For complex and real matrices, inconsequential arbitrary
sign changes of diagonal and associated off-diagonal ele-
ments are allowed. The expression under the square root is
always positive if A is real and positive-definite. So it now
is possible to compute the (i, j) entry if the entries to the left
and above are known.

More visual results We presents more visual results of
feature distribution of CIFAR-10/100 and ImageNet.

class 30 class 89class 7

class 66 class 96class 9
CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100 ImageNet

class 20 class 55class 2

Figure 8. We visualize the distribution of image features for random
30 PCA components from three randomly picked classes on CIFAR-
10/100 and ImageNet.
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