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Abstract

This paper proposes a dataset augmentation method by
fine-tuning pre-trained diffusion models. Generating im-
ages using a pre-trained diffusion model with textual con-
ditioning often results in domain discrepancy between real
data and generated images. We propose a fine-tuning ap-
proach where we adapt the diffusion model by condition-
ing it with real images and novel text embeddings. We
introduce a unique procedure called Mixing Visual Con-
cepts (MVC) where we create novel text embeddings from
image captions. The MVC enables us to generate multi-
ple images which are diverse and yet similar to the real
data enabling us to perform effective dataset augmenta-
tion. We perform comprehensive qualitative and quan-
titative evaluations with the proposed dataset augmenta-
tion approach showcasing both coarse-grained and fine-
grained changes in generated images. Our approach
outperforms state-of-the-art augmentation techniques on
benchmark classification tasks. The code is available at
https://github.com/rahatkutubi/MVC

1. Introduction
Deep Neural Networks (DNNs) have achieved signifi-

cant success due to their ability to learn complex represen-
tations from large datasets. However, they often require
extensive data to prevent overfitting, which poses chal-
lenges in domains like visual recognition or medical imag-
ing, where creating and annotating data such as MRI and
X-ray images can be costly and time-consuming. Data aug-
mentation is a key solution to this problem.

Data augmentation is used to increase the dataset size by
generating new samples. Traditional image augmentation
methods include geometric transformations (e.g., transla-
tion, rotation, affine transformations), color space transfor-
mations, kernel filters (e.g., blur, smoothing, sharpening),
and image cropping [6]. Data augmentation techniques
like AutoAugment [9], RandAugment [10], and geometric
transformations of data are now an integral part of data pre-
processing for training deep neural networks, and help in

Figure 1. Naı̈vely deploying a pre-trained generative model to
generate new images for dataset augmentation can lead to domain
discrepancy. Columns 1, 2 are MRI scans from the Brain Tumor
Dataset [5], Columns 3, 4 are images generated using a pre-trained
Stable Diffusion (SD) model, Columns 5, 6 are images generated
using the proposed MVC method.

avoiding overfitting. While these methods effectively in-
crease dataset size, they lack natural variation as they are
based on modifying existing data without introducing new
concepts.

Recent advancements in deep generative models, such
as Variational Autoencoders (VAE) [25], Generative Adver-
sarial Networks (GAN) [16], Normalizing Flow [36], Au-
toregressive Models [46], and Diffusion models [19] have
opened new avenues for generating synthetic data. These
models can produce high-quality outputs such as realistic
images, natural language, and diverse music and speech
[13]. Among these, diffusion models have emerged as the
most versatile approach to generate highly detailed, photo-
realistic, and diverse samples, surpassing GANs and other
models in quality and diversity. The rapid growth in re-
search on diffusion models over the past two years high-
lights their potential for high-quality, diverse sample gener-
ation [7]. Notable examples include DALL-E 2 [35], Ima-
gen [42], and Stable Diffusion [39], which have gained sig-
nificant attention for their high-quality text-to-image gener-
ation capabilities.
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Recent studies have demonstrated the effectiveness of
synthetic images generated by generative diffusion mod-
els in classification tasks [18]. However, relying solely on
pre-trained diffusion models that are conditioned by textual
prompts from large language models can result in domain
discrepancies between the real and generated data. In order
to augment a dataset we propose to use image captions that
can condition the diffusion model to generate images simi-
lar to the images in the dataset. This process is constrained
to generate as many new images as the number of captions.
But, can we not use a language model to generate additional
similar captions? Yes, but that leads to domain discrepancy
between generated and training data due to the variations
in the new captions introduced by the language model. We
therefore propose to work with caption embeddings rather
than captions. In this work we introduce the technique of
Mixing Visual Concepts (MVC) where we generate addi-
tional caption embeddings by mixing CLIP [34] generated
embeddings of existing captions. We gain in three ways;
(1) we are able to generate a large number of images, (2)
the generated images are similar to the training data, and (3)
we can control the diversity of the images by controlling the
extent of mixing. Figure 1 compares the generated images
produced by a pre-trained diffusion model and a fine-tuned
diffusion model. It is evident that applying a pre-trained
model naı̈vely without adaptation can lead to domain dis-
crepancy in the augmented dataset.

Inspired by InstructPix2Pix [4], we condition a Sta-
ble Diffusion model [39] with novel caption embeddings
to generate new images. We begin by generating cap-
tions for the images in our dataset using a vision-language
model [30]. We apply the pre-trained CLIP to extract em-
beddings for these captions. We propose the MVC algo-
rithm to generate novel embeddings by mixing the CLIP-
generated embeddings. We fine-tune a pre-trained Stable
Diffusion model [39] conditioned with novel caption em-
beddings along with the images in the dataset to generate
new images for dataset augmentation. Our procedure gener-
ates images with distributional consistency and natural vari-
ations similar to real images. Our main contributions are
as follows: (1) We introduce a robust dataset augmentation
technique to generate within-domain data, (2) We demon-
strate an efficient procedure to generate novel embeddings
by mixing visual concepts (MVC) to condition the gener-
ative model, (3) We conduct extensive experiments to val-
idate the effectiveness of the generated images on down-
stream classification tasks.

2. Related Work
Data augmentation techniques for image recognition

are typically created manually, and the most effective
methods are often tailored to specific datasets. For instance,
elastic distortions, scaling, translation, and rotation are

commonly used for the MNIST dataset by top-performing
models [26, 32, 37]. Meanwhile, random cropping, mirror-
ing, and color shifting or whitening are more frequently
employed for natural image datasets like CIFAR-10 and
ImageNet [41]. However, these techniques require signifi-
cant time and expert knowledge to develop [8].

There has been a notable shift in the field of data
operations, with researchers now focusing on enhancing
data by combining various strategies. For example, Smart
Augmentation merges multiple samples from the same
class to create innovative data networks [29]. Meanwhile,
Tran et al. [45] utilize a Bayesian approach to generate
augmented data based on the distribution learned from the
training set. DeVries et al. [12] use noise, interpolations,
and extrapolations in the feature space to enhance data.

In recent years AutoAugment [9] and RandAug-
ment [10], have been extensively applied for dataset
augmentation. They have been instrumental in achieving
impressive results in image classification, self-supervised
learning [17, 24, 36], and semi-supervised learning [3] on
the ImageNet [41] benchmark. These augmentations are
highly versatile and are particularly effective at encoding
invariances to data transformations, making them a valuable
tool for image classification. Methodologically, these find
the best policies to group the primitive transformations to
apply to real images in order to generate augmented images.

For image recognition tasks, additional datasets
[14, 33, 38] are usually synthesized from a traditional
simulation pipeline that uses a specific data source, such
as synthetic 2D renderings of 3D models or scenes from
graphics engines [18]. However, this approach has some
drawbacks, including the potential for a discrepancy
between distributions of the synthetic and real-world data,
the need for large physical storage space, the high costs
for sharing and transferring, and limitations in data amount
and diversity due to using a specific data source [18]. On
the other hand, generative models represent a more efficient
approach to generating synthetic data, capable of producing
high-fidelity, photorealistic images in large numbers.

Examples of attempts to use synthetic data from
generative models for image recognition include a class-
conditional Generative Adversarial Network(GAN) [2] to
train classifiers for the same classes, and producing labels
for object part segmentation [48] from the latent code
of StyleGAN [23]. Although these works have shown
promising results, they are limited in scope and focus
on specific tasks [18]. On the other hand, Jahanian et
al. [21] used a GAN-based generator to produce multiple
views for unsupervised contrastive representation learning.
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Shifting away from GAN-based augmentation, recent stud-
ies [43, 44] have highlighted the ability of diffusion models
to generate training data with minimal or no examples,
producing realistic training samples [22]. However, models
trained solely on diffusion-generated data typically perform
worse compared to those trained on real datasets, unless
specifically fine-tuned for the target task [1,44]. This is due
to the domain gap between synthetically generated data and
real data.

Our study aims to create augmentations that maintain vi-
sual consistency with the original training data. To achieve
this, we explore blending micro concepts or characteris-
tics from multiple images into generated images using en-
gineered prompts in the CLIP [34] embedding space.

3. Method

3.1. Background and Preliminaries

Diffusion Model: A Denoising Diffusion Probabilis-
tic Model (DDPM) [19] is a generative model that is de-
signed to reverse (denoise) a diffusion process. The diffu-
sion process gradually adds varying amounts of Gaussian
noise ϵ ∼ N (0, I) to an input image x0 over a specified
number of timesteps t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T} until the resulting
image is totally Gaussian noise. A diffused image xt is ob-
tained from input image x0 based on the following equation,

xt =
√
ᾱtx0 +

√
1− ᾱtϵ, (1)

where ᾱt =
∏t

i=1 αi, and αt is a time dependent noise
scaling factor with α1 = 1 (no noise), and αT ≈ 0 (only
noise). The diffusion model is a denoiser neural network
with parameters θ. It is trained to predict the noise ϵ diffused
in the image. The parameters θ are estimated minimizing
the following objective:

L = min
θ

Ex0,ϵ,t∥ϵ− ϵθ(xt, t)∥22. (2)

Starting with pure noise xT ∼ N (0, I), the denoiser
network ϵθ(xt, t) predicts the noise in xt. The noise is
subtracted from xt to transform it to xt−1. This iterative
procedure for T ≥ t ≥ 1 eventually yields the generated
image x0.

Latent Diffusion Model (LDM): The LDM is an effi-
cient diffusion model that performs diffusion and denois-
ing in a reduced-dimensional latent space rather than in the
high-dimensional pixel space [39]. A LDM trains an Au-
toencoder D(E(x)) to map an image x to a latent space,
where z ← E(x) is the latent representation and E(.) is
the Encoder. The Decoder D(.) recreates the original im-
age x̂ ← D(z). In addition, the denoising process can be

conditioned to generate a desired image. The LDM is im-
plemented as a time-conditioned U-Net [40] where cross-
attention [39] is applied to integrate conditioning informa-
tion into the denoising process to generate desired images.
Conditioning information can be input in different modali-
ties. For e.g. class labels, text prompts, segmentation maps,
etc., are embedded into fixed-dimensional representations
and input to the LDM denoiser to guide the denoising pro-
cess. The objective function to train the LDM is,

LLDM = min
θ

Ez0,ϵ,t∥ϵ− ϵθ(zt, t, eT )∥22, (3)

where eT is the embedded conditioning.
In case of dataset augmentation, we aim to keep the gen-

erated images similar to the images in the dataset. Inspired
by the work in InstructPix2Pix [4], we modify the U-Net ar-
chitecture in the LDM to leverage additional information in
the form of image embedding eI ← E(x). These embed-
dings are concatenated to the noisy latents zt to condition
the denoising process to generate images similar to x. Ac-
cordingly, we update the objective function as follows:

LLDM = min
θ

Ez0,ϵ,t∥ϵ− ϵθ(zt, t, eT , eI)∥22. (4)

During image generation, we first embed the noise image
xT ∼ N (0, I) into the latent representation zT ← E(xT ).
The denoiser network ϵθ(zt, t, eT , eI) iteratively predicts
the noise to transform zt to zt−1 in the following manner,

zt−1 =
1
√
αt

(
zt −

1− αt√
1− ᾱt

ϵθ(zt, t, eT , eI)
)
. (5)

Arriving at z0, the decoder is applied to yield the generated
image x̃← D(z0). The text prompt embedding eT and the
image embedding eI condition the generation process to
yield desired images.

Classifier-free guidance: One of the key challenges in
text-guided generation is the amplification of the effect in-
duced by the conditioned text. To this end, Ho et al. [20]
have presented the classifier-free guidance technique, where
the denoising is also performed unconditionally, which is
then extrapolated with the conditioned prediction. More
formally, let ∅ = ψ(‘’) be the embedding of a null text and
let w be the guidance scale parameter, then the classifier-
free guidance prediction is defined by:

ϵθ(zt, t, eT , eI , ∅) =w · ϵθ(zt, t, eT , eI)
+ (1− w) · ϵθ(zt, t, ∅), (6)

where w = 7.5 is the default parameter for Stable Diffu-
sion. We will now outline the procedure to create multi-
ple embeddings by randomly mixing visual concepts from
a limited set of embedded representations.
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3.2. Mixing Visual Concepts

Consider all the Ky images {xyk}
Ky

k=1 belonging to a cat-
egory y in the training dataset. It is our goal to generate Ny

new images {x̃yk}
Ny

k=1 all with the same label y. We wish the
generated images to be unique and yet ‘similar’ in style to
the real images. We propose to achieve this by mixing vi-
sual concepts from multiple real images to generate a new
image. We leverage the CLIP model which generates high-
quality latent representations that effectively bridge visual
and textual data [34].

Algorithm 1 Mixing Visual Concepts

Require: C := {ck}
Ky

k=1: Set of Ky Captions for category
y, and CLIP(.): CLIP Text Embedder

1: E := {ek}
Ky

i=k where ek ∈ Rm×d and ek ← CLIP(ck)

2: Ê := ∅ //set of mixed CLIP embeddings

3: for k ← 1 to Ny do
4: ẽk ← RandSample{E}
5: for p← 1 to P do //Coarse mixing

6: ep ← RandSample{E \ {ẽk}}
7: r, s← Uniform{1, 2, . . . ,m} with r < s
8: [ẽk]r:s,: ← [ep]r:s,: //replace rows r : s

9: end for
10: for q ← 1 to Q do //Fine mixing

11: eq ← RandSample{E \ {ẽk}}
12: u, v ← Uniform{1, 2, . . . , d} with u < v
13: w ← Uniform{1, 2, . . . ,m}
14: [ẽk]w,u:v ← [eq]w,u:v //replace u : v in row w

15: end for
16: ẽk ← ẽk c⃝ CLIP(∅) //Concat Class-free

guidance

17: Ê ← Ê ∪ {ẽk}
18: end for

We begin with getting textual description/captions for
the images using a pre-trained BLIP-2 model [30]. We
prefix each caption with the sentence, “This is an
image of <y>” to ensure the category is captured in
case the BLIP-2 model misses to label the image in the cap-
tion. This generates a set of captions, {cyk}

Ky

k=1. We arrive
at the latent representations {eyk}

Ky

k=1 where e ← CLIP(c)
and e ∈ Rm×d. The CLIP embedding has a context of m
tokens where each token is embedded in d dimensions. We
propose to create new embeddings by mixing tokens from
pre-existing embeddings. Starting with an embedding ei,
we replace some of its rows with corresponding rows from
another embedding ej . We term this coarse mixing when
we make a relatively big edit to an embedding. We attempt
to make fine changes to an embedding by replacing a few el-
ements in the embedding with corresponding elements from
other embeddings. We term this fine mixing. Algorithm 1

Figure 2. The results of coarse and fine mixing. (a) real image, (b)
generated images conditioned on the real image along with coarse
mixing, (c) generated images conditioned on the real image along
with only fine mixing.

outlines the procedure to generate a set of new CLIP-like
embeddings Ê from pre-existing embeddings. Figure 2 dis-
plays the generated images with Coarse and Fine mixing.

3.3. Training and Generation

The new embeddings in Ê are used to condition a
diffusion model to generate new images similar to the
images in the dataset.

Training: Figure 3 illustrates the fine-tuning process of the
stable diffusion model with the training dataset. During
training two images x and x′ are selected at random from
the same category y, for e.g., ‘Cat’. Their embeddings are
estimated using a pre-trained encoder with z0 ← E(x) and
eI ← E(x′). z0 undergoes diffusion to yield a diffused
latent zt for t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T}, according to Equation 1.
The noise vector ϵ ∼ N (0, I) in Equation 1 is the size
of the image latent z0. The other embedding eI will play
the role of image conditioning and will be concatenated
with zt. The pool of captions C for the category y are used
to generate new CLIP embeddings Ê using Algorithm 1.
These embeddings will be used as the text conditioning.
eT ∈ Ê , eI and zt are used as input to the U-Net of the
LDM ϵθ(zt, t, eT , eI) to predict the noise ϵθ as per Equa-
tion 4 and train the parameters θ of the LDM using gradient
descent. This procedure is repeated for images from every
category and for all diffusion levels t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T}.

Generation: The training yields the denoiser model ϵθ(.)
which can predict the noise added to the latent image repre-
sentation. During Generation, a noise vector zT ∼ N (0, I)
is first sampled. To generate a new image for category y,
for e.g., ‘Ewer’, an image x′ from category y is selected at
random and its embedding is obtained using the Encoder
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Figure 3. The training procedure illustrated with an image of a Cat:
We fine-tune the pre-trained Stable Diffusion (SD U-Net) model.
Input ‘Cat’ image is used to generate noisy latent zt. The ‘Condi-
tional Image’ is used to generate image conditioning eI which is
concatenated with zt. Input image caption generated by BLIP-2,
is concatenated with a user-provided prompt like for e.g., “a photo
of a Cat”. The captions of all ‘Cat’ images are stored in C and are
used to generate text conditioning eT with the MVC algorithm.
The SD U-Net is trained using the objective in Equation 4.

eI ← E(x′). eI will play the role of image conditioning
and will be concatenated with zt. A new embedding
eT ∈ Ê is sampled to play the role of text conditioning.
eT , eI and zT are used as input to the trained U-Net of the
LDM ϵθ(zT , t, eT , eI) to predict the noise as per Equation
4. The predicted noise ϵθ is used to estimate the denoised
latent zT−1 using Equation 5. This procedure is iterated for
T ≥ t ≥ 1 using the same embeddings eT and eI to obtain
the completely denoised latent z0. The pre-trained Decoder
is used to generate the new image from the denoised latent
with x̂ ← D(z0). Figure 4 outlines the procedure for
synthesizing new samples in a dataset.

Besides generating samples from our proposed methods,
we use the pre-trained text-to-image diffusion model to gen-
erate new samples using the caption of images from the
training dataset. For special domains like medical datasets,
relying solely on pre-trained models may not be effective.
However, for more general-purpose datasets such as Ima-
geNet [11], pre-trained models can provide additional di-
versity and variability in generated samples. For CIFAR-10
and CIFAR-100, we generate additional images using a pre-
trained Stable Diffusion (SD) model.

Figure 4. An overview of image generation: We begin with a com-
plete noisy latent zT ∼ N (0, I). To generate an ‘Ewer’-like im-
age we use the Conditional Image to generate an image embedding
eI and concatenate it with zT . We apply the MVC algorithm on
the pool of image captions of ‘Ewer’ to obtain the text condition-
ing eT . We apply the denoising procedure in Equation 5 to esti-
mate zT−1 from zT . We iterate this procedure for T ≥ t ≥ 1 to
arrive at z0 - the denoised latent. We apply the decoder to obtain
the new image x̂← D(z0).

4. Experiments and Results
Stable Diffusion. Stable Diffusion (SD) [39] is a

cutting-edge text-to-image model that generates photoreal-
istic images from text prompts. It is a conditional diffusion
model, progressively refining noisy samples into realistic
images that match the input text’s visual context. We adopt
the pre-trained SD model for text-to-image generation. We
fine-tune its U-Net component to accept images from the
training dataset and a prompt as conditioning inputs.

Our image augmentation process combines both our
fine-tuned and a pre-trained SD model, effectively enhanc-
ing data for general classification tasks. However, for spe-
cialized domains such as medical image datasets (e.g., MRI,
X-ray, CT scans), we rely exclusively on our trained SD
model. This choice is due to limitations in pre-trained mod-
els’ ability to accurately generate medical images, which
often lack sufficient representation of medical data in their
training sets. Our trained SD model excels in producing
new medical images with diverse variations. To generate
these images, we employ the proposed MVC procedure to
generate novel text embeddings using image captions as
prompts, which integrates concepts and contexts from mul-
tiple images via text embedding. Algorithm 1 outlines the
MVC procedure.

Datasets. To explore the space of data augmentations,
we experiment with core image classification datasets such
as CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 [27], which are commonly
used benchmarks in the field. These datasets enable direct
comparisons with prior research. We also consider Tiny Im-
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Table 1. Test accuracy (%) on Tiny ImageNet [28] CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100 and their reduced sets. Comparisons across default data aug-
mentation (baseline), and Fast AutoAugment (Fast AA) [31], AutoAugment (AA) [9] and RandAugment (RA) [10] and proposed approach
(Ours). We reuse baseline results from the AA and RA paper, and results marked with * are reproduced using the same settings. The Results
reported by us are averaged over 3 independent runs. The green color indicates the percent improvement from the corresponding baseline.

Model Baseline FAA AA RA Ours(Syn) Ours(FAA+Syn) Ours(AA+Syn) Ours(RA+Syn)
CIFAR-10
Wide-ResNet-28-2 94.9 95.9∗ 95.9 95.8 95.6(+0.7) 96.2(+0.3) 96.3(+0.4) 96.6(+0.8)
Wide-ResNet-28-10 96.1 97.3 97.4 97.3 96.5(+0.4) 97.6(+0.3) 97.6(+0.2) 97.7(+0.4)
CIFAR-10 Reduced
Wide-ResNet-28-2 79.5∗ 83.8∗ 83.7∗ 83.9∗ 82.9(+3.4) 86.2(+2.4) 86.6(+2.9) 86.4(+2.5)
Wide-ResNet-28-10 81.2 85.9∗ 86.1 85.6∗ 85.1(+3.9) 87.4(+1.5) 87.3(+1.2) 87.5(+1.9)
CIFAR-100
Wide-ResNet-28-2 75.4 78.7∗ 78.5 78.3 76.9(+1.5) 80.7(+2.0) 80.4(+1.9) 81.5(+3.2)
Wide-ResNet-28-10 81.2 82.7 82.4 82.9 83.3(+2.1) 84.5(+1.8) 84.4(+1.5) 84.9(+1.6)
CIFAR-100 Reduced
Wide-ResNet-28-2 39.7∗ 45.4∗ 44.7∗ 44.8∗ 46.1(+6.4) 47.7(+2.3) 47.5(+2.8) 47.8(+3.0)
Wide-ResNet-28-10 41.5∗ 46.3∗ 45.9∗ 45.7∗ 47.8(+6.3) 48.7(+2.4) 48.1(+2.2) 48.5(+2.8)
Tiny ImageNet
ResNet50 27.3∗ 30.5∗ 30.4∗ - 33.2(+5.9) 35.4(+2.3) 35.5(+2.8) -
EfficientNet-b3 46.3∗ - - 47.9∗ 48.6(+2.3) - - 49.4(+2.8)
Average - - - - (+3.29) (+1.70) (+1.77) (+2.11)

Table 2. Test accuracy (%) on Caltech101 datasets [15]. Comparisons across default data augmentation (baseline), AutoAugment (AA) [9],
RandAugment (RA) [10] and proposed approach (Ours). All of the Results are reported by us averaging over 3 independent runs. The
green color indicates the percent improvement from the corresponding baseline.

Model Baseline AA RA Ours(AA+Syn) Ours(RA+Syn)
RestNet50 95 96.1 96.4 97.2(+1.1) 97.5(+1.1)
EfficientNet-b0 95.2 95.1 95.5 95.8(+0.7) 96.3(+0.8)
VIT-16 96.2 96.7 96.9 97.5(+0.8) 97.9(+1.0)
Average - - -(+0.3) (+0.87) (+0.97)

ageNet [28], one of the harder datasets in the classification
task. In addition, we include medical image datasets [5] to
broaden our experimentation scope, highlighting the ben-
efits of augmented images in training compared to tradi-
tional augmentation methods. Furthermore, we explore the
Caltech-101 dataset [15], renowned for its fine-grained clas-
sification challenges. We reorganize the training dataset by
randomly selecting pairs of images with the same class la-
bel and pairing them to fine-tune the SD model. Details of
data preparation are discussed in the Supplementary.

Training. For fine-tuning the SD model, we adopt an
end-to-end training approach inspired by InstructPix2Pix
[4] using our curated source dataset. Similar to current aug-
mentation techniques [9, 10, 31], the training of a classifi-
cation model for CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 datasets starts
from scratch with similar hyperparameter settings. Tiny Im-
ageNet: we choose a learning rate of 10−3 and 50 epochs
for ResNet50. For EfficientNet-B3, we use a learning rate
of 10−2 and 20 epochs. We select a batch size of 128 for
both models. Caltech101: we choose a learning rate of
10−4 with an ADAM optimizer. For Brain Tumor Dataset,
different hyperparameter settings are selected for various
classification models, with details provided in the Supple-

mentary.

4.1. Results

CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 Results. In Table 1, we
present the test set accuracy for different neural network
architectures. We implemented the Wide-ResNet-28-2 and
Wide-ResNet-28-10 [47] models in PyTorch and used the
same model and hyperparameter settings to evaluate the test
set accuracy. As shown in the Table 1, we achieved an av-
erage accuracy improvement of 3.29%, 1.70%, 1.77%, and
2.11% compared to Baseline, FastAutoAugment, AutoAug-
ment, and RandAugment respectively. Similar to AutoAug-
ment, we trained on 4, 000 labeled examples randomly sam-
pled from the CIFAR-10 dataset, which we referred to as
CIFAR-10 Reduced and CIFAR-100 Reduced.
Fine-grained Classification Result. The effectiveness of
diffusion model augmentation in the fine-grained domain
was investigated using the Caltech101 dataset [15]. This
dataset presents a challenge due to its imbalanced nature
and relatively small training sets, despite containing numer-
ous classes. In Table 2, the classification results show that
our methods outperformed the baseline, AutoAugment and
RandAugment by a significant margin.
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Table 3. Test accuracy (%) on Brain Tumor Dataset [5]. Comparisons across, AutoAugment (AA) [9], RandAugment(RA) [10] and and
proposed approach (Ours). All of the Results are reported by us averaging over 3 independent runs. The green color indicates the percent
improvement from the corresponding baseline.

Model Baseline AA RA Ours(AA+Syn) Ours(RA+Syn)
RestNet50 93.2 94.4 95.6 96.1(+1.7) 96.8(+1.2)
EfficientNet-B0 91.9 93.3 94.5 95.2 (+1.9) 95.2(+0.7)
Wide-RestNet-50-2 92.3 94.7 95.6 95.8(+1.1) 96.7(+1.1)
Average - - - (+1.43) (+1.13)

Medical Image Dataset Results. Medical images differ
significantly from images in other fields. Moreover, obtain-
ing real MRI or CT scan datasets can be challenging due to
the high cost and limited availability of patients. Therefore,
data augmentation is a common necessity in the medical
field. We assessed our proposed MVC method for augmen-
tation in the medical domain and the classification accu-
racy results are presented in Table 3, showing a 1.43% and
1.13% improvement compared to state-of-the-art methods.
We note that as the size of the training set increases, the im-
pact of data augmentation is expected to diminish. We ob-
served that for CIFAR-10 and the reduced set CIFAR-100,
we achieved a greater improvement in percentages com-
pared to the full set.

4.2. Ablation Study

4.2.1 Is Diversity Enough?

Our study investigated the impact of image data augmenta-
tion on classification accuracy. We observed that enhancing
diversity alone doesn’t consistently improve classification
results unless out-of-domain sample generation is carefully
managed. Specifically, when utilizing pre-trained diffusion
models, such as stable diffusion, we found that the samples
generated often deviated significantly from the dataset’s
domain. This effect was particularly pronounced in fine-
grained datasets like Caltech101 and specialized domains
such as MRI, X-ray, and CT-SCAN. Figure 1 illustrates the
limitations of pre-trained SD models in the medical domain.
However, there are cases where pre-trained SD models can
produce diverse samples that align well with the dataset.
For instance, in Figure 5, the last row demonstrates diversi-
fied augmented samples derived from CIFAR-100.
Need for Fine-Tuning and Guided Augmentation. To
address pre-trained model challenges, our research empha-
sizes fine-tuning diffusion models for fine-grain and medi-
cal imaging datasets. Fine-tuning allows models to adjust
generation capabilities to better match dataset characteris-
tics, improving sample quality and relevance. We stress the
importance of a tailored augmentation prompting algorithm
to guide sample generation, aligning outputs with domain-
specific features. Table 4 illustrates the effect of using a
pre-trained and fine-tuned SD model on test accuracy, and
it also presents the average accuracy improvement for the
fine-tuned setting. Additionally, Figure 6 illustrates how

Table 4. Impact of Pre-trained (PT) vs fined-tuned (FT) SD model
on test accuracy (%) on Caltech101, CIFAR100, and Brain Tumor
Dataset. Comparisons across AutoAugment (AA) [9] + Synthetic
Data from Pre-trained [39] and Fined-tuned SD Model [4].

Model AA AA+Syn(PT) AA+Syn(FT)
Caltech101
RestNet50 96.1 96.8(+0.7) 97.2(+1.1)
EfficientNet-B0 95.1 95.6(+0.5) 95.8(+0.7)
VIT-16 96.7 97.3(+0.6) 97.5(+0.8)
CIFAR100 Reduced
Wide-ResNet-28-2 44.7 46.1(+01.4) 47.3(+2.6)
Brain Tumor Dataset
ResNet50 94.4 - 96.1(+1.7)
Average - (+0.8) (+1.38)

concept mixing influences the diversity of augmented im-
ages created using the proposed MVC method. It com-
bines color and shape concepts from multiple real images
into augmented images. However, generated images from a
pretrained model look more diverse, but they exhibit some
moderate deviation from in domain distribution which may
affect model learning.

4.2.2 Effective Training Strategy

Learning from Image-Caption Pairs. We initially trained
the diffusion model with paired image-caption data. This
method focused on teaching the model to generate images
based on specific textual descriptions of images. While ef-
fective in reinforcing direct associations between images
and captions, its ability to generate diverse outputs beyond
paired examples was limited.
Generating Diverse In-domain Samples. In the second
approach, we created a dataset pairing images and cap-
tions randomly selected from the same class label. This
method aimed to broaden the model’s capacity to generate
diverse images within the context of specific class labels.
This approach yielded superior results compared to the first
method. It enhanced the model’s ability to produce varied
but contextually relevant images within defined domains.
Impact of Synthetic Data Quantity. In our exploration of
integrating augmented synthetic datasets to train classifica-
tion models, we tested three different approaches. Initially,
we found that simply adding the synthetic dataset to the real
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Figure 5. Column 1 depicts real images from CIFAR-100. In the
remaining columns, the first two rows are images generated using
the proposed MVC method, which constrains generated images to
be in-domain. The third row represents images generated using
a pre-trained SD model, which provides more diversity with no
control over in-domain generation.

Figure 6. The impact of concept mixing on augmented images
that were created using the MVC method. The first two images
on the left side represent the original images from the Caltech101
dataset, while the subsequent images are the generated ones from
fine tuned DM and pretrained DM.

training dataset did not significantly boost classification ac-
curacy. This approach proved ineffective, especially when
the synthetic dataset outnumbered the real dataset by a large
margin, leading to a noticeable bias towards the synthetic
data. This bias occurred because the model had more expo-
sure to synthetic examples, potentially overshadowing the
patterns present in the real data. Later we tested two other
strategies. two-phase training and Random Selection with
Probability (RSP).
Two-phase Training: In the first phase, we trained the clas-
sification models using a combined dataset. This dataset in-
cluded both real and synthetic data, with the synthetic data
being three to four times larger than the real data. Dur-
ing this phase, the model focused on learning general pat-
terns and features present in both types of data. Exposure
to a large volume of synthetic data helped the model under-
stand the wider range of possible inputs. After the initial
training phase, we fine-tuned the model using only the real
dataset, with reduced training steps and a smaller learning

Table 5. Impact of different training strategies on test accuracy (%)
on Caltech101 Dataset.Comparisons across AutoAugment (AA)
[9], combined (real+synthetic), Random Selection with Probali-
bity(RSP) and two-phase training strategies.
Model AA combined RSP Two-Phase
RestNet50 96.1 95.4(-0.7) 96.3 97.2(+1.1)
EfficientNet-B0 95.1 94.9(-0.2) 95.3 95.8(+0.7)
VIT-16 96.7 97.2(+0.5) 97.2 97.5(+0.8)

rate. This phase aimed to refine the model’s understanding
specifically on real-world examples. By limiting the num-
ber of training iterations during fine-tuning, we prevented
the model from overfitting to the real dataset.
Random Selection with Probability (RSP): This method
involved randomly selecting synthetic images with a speci-
fied probability (e.g., 80%) from a pool of synthetic datasets
and integrating them with batches from the real dataset dur-
ing training. This approach aimed to dynamically balance
the integration of synthetic and real data to enhance train-
ing effectiveness. Table 5 compares the different training
approaches where we see two-phase training outperformed
others. Training strategies are given in the Supplementary.

5. Conclusion
Our experiments demonstrate that synthetic data signifi-

cantly improves classifier learning. However, we identified
limitations with pre-trained diffusion models. Despite their
general capability to produce high-quality samples, pre-
trained diffusion models struggle when it comes to aligning
with specific dataset domains, such as fine-grained classifi-
cation and medical images, likely due to inherent training
biases. This lack of alignment can lead to sub-optimal per-
formance and decreased effectiveness in these specialized
domains. To address these limitations, we emphasize the
critical role of fine-tuning and domain-specific augmenta-
tion strategies in mitigating out-of-domain sample genera-
tion issues. Our proposed fine-tuning strategies and MVC
method are crucial to enhance the quality and applicabil-
ity of generated samples in specialized domains, ultimately
improving the effectiveness of machine learning models in
real-world applications.
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