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ABSTRACT

Data scarcity in medical imaging poses significant challenges due to privacy concerns. Diffusion
models, a recent generative modeling technique, offer a potential solution by generating synthetic
and realistic data. However, questions remain about the performance of convolutional neural network
(CNN) models on original and synthetic datasets. If diffusion-generated samples can help CNN
models perform comparably to those trained on original datasets, reliance on patient-specific data
for training CNNs might be reduced. In this study, we investigated the effectiveness of diffusion
models for generating synthetic medical images to train CNNs in three domains: Brain Tumor
MRI, Acute Lymphoblastic Leukemia (ALL), and SARS-CoV-2 CT scans. A diffusion model was
trained to generate synthetic datasets for each domain. Pre-trained CNN architectures were then
trained on these synthetic datasets and evaluated on unseen real data. All three datasets achieved
promising classification performance using CNNs trained on synthetic data. Local Interpretable
Model-Agnostic Explanations (LIME) analysis revealed that the models focused on relevant image
features for classification. This study demonstrates the potential of diffusion models to generate
synthetic medical images for training CNNs in medical image analysis.

Keywords Diffusion Models · Data Scarcity · Synthetic Medical Images · Generative AI · Explainable AI (XAI) ·
Conditional Diffusion

1 Introduction

Medical image classification holds immense promise for revolutionizing healthcare [1, 2]. Its potential applications
span disease diagnosis, treatment planning, and patient prognosis, offering tools to improve patient outcomes and
advance medical understanding. However, this potential is hindered by a significant challenge: data scarcity.
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Limited availability of labeled data plagues medical image classification due to several factors. Ethical considerations
around patient privacy and data security often restrict data collection and sharing. The cost of acquiring medical imaging
equipment and the expertise needed for data interpretation further limit data generation. Additionally, the rarity of
certain diseases creates an imbalance in class distribution, where some classes have significantly fewer data points
compared to others.

These challenges are further amplified by the complexity and cost of labeling medical images. Annotations often
require specialized knowledge from physicians, making the process time-consuming and expensive. Furthermore,
data variability adds another layer of complexity. Diverse acquisition factors, such as different imaging equipment
and protocols, can lead to significant variations in image quality and appearance. Similarly, patient factors like age,
ethnicity, and individual anatomy can cause the same disease to manifest differently in different individuals, creating
inconsistencies within the data. Finally, privacy and security concerns surrounding patient data restrict data sharing and
collaboration, hindering the creation of larger datasets crucial for training robust models.

In medical image analysis, deep learning models, particularly Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs), have achieved
remarkable success in various tasks like tumor segmentation, disease classification, and anomaly detection [1, 2].
However, a significant challenge hindering the development of robust CNN models lies in the limited availability
of high-quality, labeled medical image datasets. This scarcity of data can lead to model overfitting and hinder
generalizability to unseen data [3].

Synthetic data generation using diffusion models (DMs) offers a promising solution to address data scarcity in medical
image analysis [4, 5, 6, 7]. DMs are generative models trained to progressively remove noise added to real data points,
ultimately enabling them to create realistic and statistically similar synthetic samples [8]. This methodology allows for
the creation of large-scale synthetic medical image datasets that can be leveraged to train CNNs effectively.

This study explores the potential of using synthetic data generated by a diffusion model for training CNNs in various
medical image analysis tasks. We investigate the effectiveness of this approach in overcoming data limitations and
achieving robust and generalizable CNN models by experimenting with 3 distinct datasets and 8 distinct model
architectures.

1.1 Motivation

Medical image analysis plays a critical role in healthcare, enabling applications like disease diagnosis, treatment
planning, and surgical guidance [1]. Deep learning models, particularly Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs), have
demonstrated remarkable success in these tasks, achieving high accuracy in tumor segmentation, disease classification,
and anomaly detection [1]. However, a significant challenge hindering the development of robust CNN models lies in
the limited availability of high-quality, labeled medical image datasets.

This data scarcity arises from several factors. Privacy concerns and patient confidentiality make it difficult to collect
large datasets of medical images [2, 3]. Additionally, the annotation process, where experts label specific features
within the images, is expensive and time-consuming. Limited data availability can lead to issues like overfitting, where
the model performs well on the training data but fails to generalize effectively to unseen data [2, 3].

Furthermore, existing medical image datasets may exhibit biases due to factors like patient demographics, healthcare
access disparities, or limitations in data collection procedures. These biases can negatively impact the performance and
generalizability of trained CNN models [8].

Several approaches have been explored to address data scarcity and bias in medical image analysis. Data augmentation
techniques, like random flipping, rotations, and scaling, can be applied to existing datasets to artificially increase the
data size and improve model generalizability [9]. However, these techniques only generate variations of existing data
and may not address the underlying issue of limited unique samples. Transfer learning, where pre-trained CNN models
are fine-tuned on smaller medical image datasets, can leverage existing knowledge but might not fully capture the
specific characteristics of medical images [10].

Synthetic data generation using generative models offers a promising solution to address data scarcity and bias in
medical image analysis. These models can learn the underlying statistical distribution of real data and produce realistic,
synthetic samples that share similar characteristics with the original data [11]. This approach can significantly increase
the size and diversity of datasets used to train CNN models.

Diffusion models (DMs) are a class of generative models that have recently gained significant attention for their ability
to generate high-fidelity synthetic data [12]. DMs work by progressively removing noise added to real data points.
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By learning this noise removal process in reverse, DMs can eventually create new, realistic samples that resemble the
original data [12]. This approach has the potential to address data scarcity and bias limitations by generating a larger
and more representative dataset for training CNN models in medical image analysis tasks.

Motivated by the limitations of traditional methods and the promising potential of diffusion models, this study aims to
investigate the effectiveness of using diffusion models to generate synthetic medical images for training CNN models
in medical image analysis tasks. We hypothesize that diffusion models can be used to create high-quality synthetic
medical images that can improve the performance and generalizability of CNN models compared to models trained on
limited real data or data augmented with traditional techniques.

1.2 Contribution

This study investigates the potential of diffusion models (DMs) for generating synthetic medical image data to train
Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs) in various medical image analysis tasks. Our work makes the following key
contributions:

• Leveraging Diffusion Models for Synthetic Medical Image Generation: We demonstrate the effectiveness
of using a diffusion model to create large-scale datasets of synthetic medical images. This approach addresses
the challenge of data scarcity often encountered in medical image analysis tasks.

• Improved CNN Training with Synthetic Data: We show that training CNNs on synthetic data generated by
the diffusion model leads to robust and generalizable models. This approach has the potential to overcome
limitations associated with training on smaller real-world medical image datasets.

• Exploration of Multiple CNN Architectures: We explore the performance of eight distinct CNN architectures
when trained on synthetic data. This investigation helps identify architectures well-suited for specific medical
image analysis tasks and synthetic data characteristics.

• Incorporation of Explainable AI (XAI): We employ LIME (Local Interpretable Model-agnostic Explanations)
to gain insights into the decision-making processes of the trained CNN models. This analysis enhances
interpretability and trust in the model’s predictions for medical image analysis tasks.

Overall, this study contributes to the advancement of deep learning in medical image analysis by exploring the use of
diffusion models for synthetic data generation and its impact on CNN training. The findings offer valuable insights for
researchers and practitioners seeking to leverage deep learning models for effective medical image analysis tasks, even
in scenarios with limited real-world data availability.

2 Literature Review

Before diffusion models became popular in medical image analysis or in mainstream computer vision, GANs [9] were
the most popular image generation methods. Developed to perform conditional natural image generation, Pix2PixGAN
[10] was adapted to medical imaging and several researchers have shown its usefulness in such tasks [11, 12, 13, 14].
Zhu et al. [15] proposed CycleGAN to perform conditional image-to-image translation between two domains using
unpaired images, and the model has also been extensively used in medical imaging. Du et al. [16] made use of
CycleGAN in CT image artifact reduction. Yang et al. [17] used a structure-constrained CycleGAN to perform unpaired
MRI-to-CT brain image generation. Liu et al. [18] utilized multi-cycle GAN to synthesize CT images from MRI for
head-neck radiotherapy. Harms et al. [19] applied CycleGAN to image correction for cone-beam computed tomography
(CBCT). Karras et al. [20] proposed StyleGAN, which has an automatically learned, unsupervised separation of
high-level attributes and stochastic variation in the generated images, enabling easier control of the image synthesis
process.

Fetty et al. [21] manipulated the latent space for high-resolution medical image synthesis via StyleGAN. Su et al. [22]
performed data augmentation for brain CT motion artifact detection using StyleGAN. Hong et al. [23] introduced 3D
StyleGAN for volumetric medical image generation. Other GAN-based methods have also been proposed for medical
imaging. Progressive GAN [24] was used to perform medical image super-resolution. Upadhyay et al. [25] extended the
model by utilizing uncertainty estimation to focus more on the uncertain regions during image generation. Armanious et
al. [26] proposed MedGAN, specific to medical image domain adaptation, which captured the high and low-frequency
components of the desired target modality.

Apart from GANs, other generative models, including VAEs and NFs, are also popular in image generation. The VAE
was introduced by Kingma and Welling [27], and it has been the basis for a variety of methods for image generation.
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Vahdat and Kautz [28] developed Nouveau VAE (NVAE), a hierarchical VAE that is able to generate highly realistic
images. Hung et al. [29] adapted some of the features from NVAE into their hierarchical conditional VAE for ultrasound
image inpainting. Cui et al. [30] adopted NVAE in positron emission tomography (PET) scan image denoising and
uncertainty estimation. As for the NF models, Grover et al. [31] proposed AlignFlow based on a similar concept with
NF models instead of GANs. Bui et al. [32] extended AlignFlow into medical imaging for Unpaired multi-contrast MRI
conditional image generation. Wang et al. [33] and Beizaee et al. [34] applied NF to medical image harmonization.

In recent years, diffusion models have become the most dominant algorithm in image generation due to their ability to
generate realistic images. On natural images, diffusion models have achieved SOTA results in unconditional image
generation by outperforming their GAN counterparts [35, 36]. Diffusion models have achieved outstanding performance
in tasks such as super-resolution [37, 38], image editing [39, 40], and unpaired conditional image generation [41], and
they have attained SOTA performance in conditional image generation [42]. In medical imaging, unsupervised anomaly
detection is an important application of unconditional diffusion models [4, 7, 43, 43]. Image segmentation is a popular
application of conditional diffusion models, where the image to be segmented is used as the condition [7, 44, 45, 46, 47].
Diffusion models have also been widely applied to accelerating MRI reconstruction [6, 48, 49]. Özbey et al. [5] used
GANs to shorten the denoising process in diffusion models for medical imaging.

3 Basics of Diffusion Model

Diffusion models are a cutting-edge class of generative models that have been demonstrated to be highly effective in
learning complex data distributions. They are a relatively new addition to the generative learning landscape but have
shown to be useful in various applications. In this section, we take an in-depth look at the theory of diffusion models.
We begin by discussing the position of diffusion models within the broader generative learning landscape and provide
a new perspective on how they compare to other generative models. We further classify diffusion models into two
main perspectives: the Variational Perspective and the Score Perspective. We delve into their details and highlight the
DDPMs. Ultimately, we provide a comprehensive understanding of the underlying theory behind this method.

3.1 Where do diffusion models fit the generative learning landscape?

Following the remarkable surge of available datasets, as well as advances in general deep learning architectures,
there has been a revolutionary paradigm shift in generative modeling. Specifically, the three mainstream generative
frameworks include, namely, GANs [12], VAEs [50, 27], and normalizing flows [51] (see Figure 1). Generative models
typically entail key requirements to be adopted in real-world problems. These requirements include (i) high-quality
sampling, (ii) mode coverage and sample diversity, and (iii) fast execution time and computationally inexpensive
sampling [52] (see Figure 2). Generative models often make accommodations between these criteria. Specifically,
GANs are capable of generating high-quality samples rapidly, but they have poor mode coverage and are prone to lack
sampling diversity. Conversely, VAEs and normalizing flows suffer from the intrinsic property of low sample quality
despite being witnessed in covering data modes. GANs consist of two models: a generator and a critic (discriminator),
which compete with each other while the discriminator, which is typically a binary classifier, estimates the probability
of a given sample coming from the real dataset. It works as a critic and is optimized to recognize the synthetic samples
from the real ones. A common concern with GANs is their training dynamics which have been recognized as being
unstable, resulting in deficiencies such as mode collapse, vanishing gradients, and convergence [53]. Therefore, an
immense interest has also influenced the research direction of GAN to propose more efficient variants [54, 55]. VAEs
optimize the log-likelihood of the data by maximizing the evidence lower bound (ELBO). Despite the remarkable
achievements, the behavior of VAEs is still far from satisfactory due to some theoretical and practical challenges such
as balancing issues [56] and the variable collapse phenomenon [57]. A flow-based generative model is constructed
by a sequence of invertible transformations. Specifically, a normalizing flow transforms a simple distribution into a
complex one by applying a sequence of invertible transformation functions where one can obtain the desired probability
distribution for the final target variable using a change of variables theorem. Unlike GANs and VAEs, these models
explicitly learn the data distribution; therefore, their loss function is simply the negative log-likelihood [58]. Despite
being feasibly designed, these generative models have their specific drawbacks. Since the Likelihood-based method has
to construct a normalized probability model, a specific type of architecture must be used (Autoregressive Model, Flow
Model), or in the case of VAE, an alternative Loss such as ELBO is not calculated directly for the generated probability
distribution. In contrast, the learning process of GANs is inherently unstable due to the nature of the adversarial loss of
the GAN. Recently, diffusion models [37, 38] have emerged as powerful generative models, showcasing one of the
leading topics in computer vision so that researchers and practitioners alike may find it challenging to keep pace with
the rate of innovation. Diffusion models are a powerful class of probabilistic generative models that are used to learn
complex data distributions. These models accomplish this by utilizing two key stages: the forward diffusion process
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Figure 1: This figure showcases different generative models and provides an overview of their underlying principles
[59]

Figure 2: Generative learning trilemma [59]

and the reverse diffusion process. The forward diffusion process adds noise to the input data, gradually increasing the
noise level until the data is transformed into pure Gaussian noise. This process systematically perturbs the structure of
the data distribution. The reverse diffusion process, also known as denoising, is then applied to recover the original
structure of the data from the perturbed data distribution. This process effectively undoes the degradation caused by
the forward diffusion process. The result is a highly flexible and tractable generative model that can accurately model
complex data distributions from random noise.

3.2 Variational Perspective

The Variational Perspective category includes models that use variational inference to approximate the target distribution,
generally by minimizing the Kullback-Leibler divergence between the approximate and target distributions. Denoising
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Figure 3: Architecture of Diffusion Model [61]

Diffusion Probabilistic Models (DDPMs) [60, 35] are an example of this type of model, as they use a variational
inference approach to estimate the parameters of a diffusion process.

3.3 Denoising Diffusion Probabilistic Models (DDPMs)

Forward Process. DDPM defines the forward diffusion process as a Markov Chain where Gaussian noise is added in
successive steps to obtain a set of noisy samples. Consider q(x0) as the uncorrupted (original) data distribution. Given
a data sample x0 ∼ q(x0), a forward noising process p which produces latent x1 through xT by adding Gaussian noise
at time t is defined as follows:

q(xt|xt−1) = N(xt;
√

1− βt · xt−1, βt · I),∀t ∈ {1, ..., T} (1)

where T and β1, ..., βT ∈ [0, 1) represent the number of diffusion steps and the variance schedule across diffusion steps,
respectively. I is the identity matrix and N(x;µ, σ) represents the normal distribution of mean µ and covariance σ.
Considering αt = 1− βt and αt =

∏t
s=0 αs, one can directly sample an arbitrary step of the noised latent conditioned

on the input x0 as follows:

q(xt|x0) = N(xt;
√
αtx0, (1− αt)I) (2)

xt =
√
αtx0 +

√
1− αl ∈ (3)

Reverse Process. Leveraging the above definitions, we can approximate a reverse process to get a sample from q(x0).
To this end, we can parameterize this reverse process by starting at p(xT ) = N(xT ; 0, I) as follows:

pθ (x0:T ) = p (xT )

T∏
t=1

pθ (xt−1 | xt) (4)

pθ (xt−1 | xt) = N (xt−1;µθ (xt, t) ,Σθ (xt, t)) . (5)

To train this model such that p(x0) learns the true data distribution q(x0), we can optimize the following variational
bound on negative log-likelihood:
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E [− log pθ (x0)] ≤ Bq

[
− log

pθ (x0:T )

q (x1:T | x0)

]

= Eq

− log p (xT )−
∑
t≥1

log
pθ (xt−1 | xt)

q (xt | xt−1)


= −LVL.B. .

(6)

Ho et al. [35] found it better not to directly parameterize µθ(xt, t) as a neural network, but instead to train a model
∈θ (xt, t) to predict ∈. Hence, by reparameterizing Equation (14), they proposed a simplified objective as follows:

Lsimple = Et,x0,ϵ

[
∥ϵ− ϵθ (xt, t)∥2

]
, (7)

where the authors draw a connection between the loss in Equation (14) to generative score networks in Song et al. [62].

4 Proposed Methodology

This study investigates the potential of diffusion models (DMs) for generating synthetic medical images and their
subsequent use in training Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs) for various medical image analysis tasks. This
section details the methodology employed, encompassing data acquisition, diffusion model training, synthetic data
generation, CNN training, model evaluation, and explainable AI (XAI) analysis. The framework of our proposed
methodology is illustrated in figure 4

Figure 4: Flow diagram of our proposed methodology.

4.1 Data Collection

Three publicly available medical image datasets were obtained from Kaggle to represent a diverse range of medical
imaging modalities and analysis tasks:
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• Brain Tumor MRI: This dataset consists of Magnetic Resonance Imaging (MRI) scans of patients diagnosed
with and without brain tumors. MRI scans provide excellent soft tissue contrast, making them ideal for
studying brain abnormalities. Choosing this dataset allows us to explore the effectiveness of DM-generated
synthetic data in tasks like tumor segmentation or anomaly detection in brain scans.

• Acute Lymphoblastic Leukemia (ALL): This dataset includes microscopic images of blood smears from
patients with ALL, a type of blood cancer, and healthy controls. These images capture the morphology of
blood cells, which is crucial for diagnosing various blood disorders. This dataset helps evaluate the ability of
DM-generated data to improve CNN performance in tasks like cell classification for blood analysis.

• SARS-CoV-2 CT-Scans: This dataset contains chest CT (Computed Tomography) scans from individuals
with COVID-19 and healthy controls. CT scans provide detailed anatomical information about internal organs.
Including this dataset allows us to assess the generalizability of the proposed approach to different medical
imaging modalities beyond MRI and microscopic images. It also opens possibilities for exploring tasks like
lung infection segmentation or anomaly detection in chest CT scans.

The chosen datasets represent a variety of medical imaging modalities (MRI, microscopy, CT scan) and address diverse
medical conditions (brain tumors, blood cancer, respiratory illness). This selection aims to assess the generalizability
of the proposed methodology (DM-generated data for CNN training) across different imaging techniques and disease
contexts. Despite the dataset diversity, it’s important to acknowledge limitations. The findings might need further
validation on a broader range of medical image datasets encompassing various organs, diseases, and imaging modalities.
The number of images in each class is shown in Table 1. A sample image of the dataset is shown in the given Figure 5.

Figure 5: Sample images from the datasets a. Brain Tumor MRI b. Acute Lymphoblastic Leukemia (ALL) c. SARS-
CoV-2 CT-Scans

4.2 Data Sampling

To facilitate efficient training of the diffusion model, a stratified random sample (20%) was extracted from each original
dataset. This ensures class representation in the training data, maintaining the balance between different categories (e.g.,
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Table 1: Details of the datasets.
Dataset Name Image Type Class Name Total Images (Org) Sampled Images Generated Images

Brain Tumor MRI MRI

Glioma 1621 325 1700

Meningioma 1645 330 1700

Notumor 2000 400 1700

Pituitary 1757 350 1700

Acute Lymphoblastic Leukemia (ALL) Microscopic

Benign 504 101 1000

Early 985 197 1000

Pre 963 193 1000

Pro 804 161 1000

SARS-CoV-2 CT-Scans CT Covid 1252 251 1500

Non-Covid 1229 246 1500

tumor vs. healthy tissue in brain scans).

While the original datasets might be vast, training a diffusion model effectively often requires a manageable amount of
data. To address this, a stratified random sampling approach was employed. Stratification ensures that the training data
maintains a proportional representation of each class present in the original dataset. For instance, the Brain Tumor MRI
dataset might be stratified into "tumor present" and "tumor absent" classes. Following stratification, a random sample
was drawn from each class, typically constituting 20% of the total data points within that class. This sampling technique
ensures the selected subset reflects the statistical distribution of the entire dataset while maintaining class balance. The
number of sampled images can be seen from table 1 The rationale behind stratified random sampling is twofold:

• Efficiency: Training a diffusion model on a smaller, representative subset of the data is computationally more
efficient compared to using the entire dataset.

• Class Imbalance Mitigation: Medical image datasets can sometimes suffer from class imbalance, where
one class (e.g., disease) is significantly underrepresented compared to others (e.g., healthy). Stratification
ensures that the training data for the diffusion model includes a sufficient number of examples from each class,
preventing the model from becoming biased toward the majority class.

4.3 Training Diffusion Model

This section details the training process for the diffusion model (DM) employed in this study. Diffusion models (DMs)
are a class of generative models that learn to progressively remove noise added to real data points, ultimately enabling
them to generate new, realistic samples. While this study does not utilize a conditional diffusion model (CDM) that
incorporates additional information during noise removal, the chosen DM architecture leverages the core principles of
noise diffusion effectively.

The specific DM architecture chosen for this study was [insert specific architecture reference here (e.g., U-Net-Based
diffusion model)]. This architecture is well-suited for medical image data due to its ability to capture complex spatial
relationships within the images. The core components of the DM include:

• Forward Process. DM defines the forward diffusion process as a Markov Chain where Gaussian noise is
added in successive steps to obtain a set of noisy samples. Consider q(x0) as the uncorrupted (original) data
distribution. Given a data sample x0 ∼ q(x0), a forward noising process p which produces latent x1 through
xT by adding Gaussian noise at time t is defined as follows:

q(xt|xt−1) = N(xt;
√

1− βt · xt−1, βt · I),∀t ∈ {1, ..., T} (8)

where T and β1, ..., βT ∈ [0, 1) represent the number of diffusion steps and the variance schedule across
diffusion steps, respectively. I is the identity matrix and N(x;µ, σ) represents the normal distribution of mean
µ and covariance σ. Considering αt = 1− βt and αt =

∏t
s=0 αs, one can directly sample an arbitrary step of

the noised latent conditioned on the input x0 as follows:

q(xt|x0) = N(xt;
√
αtx0, (1− αt)I) (9)
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xt =
√
αtx0 +

√
1− αl ∈ (10)

N = [(Iw − Pw)/S + 1] ∗ [(Ih − Ph)/S + 1] (11)

• Reverse Process. Leveraging the above definitions, we can approximate a reverse process to get a sample from
q(x0). To this end, we can parameterize this reverse process by starting at p(xT ) = N(xT ; 0, I) as follows:

pθ (x0:T ) = p (xT )

T∏
t=1

pθ (xt−1 | xt) (12)

pθ (xt−1 | xt) = N (xt−1;µθ (xt, t) ,Σθ (xt, t)) . (13)

To train this model such that p(x0) learns the true data distribution q(x0), we can optimize the following
variational bound on negative log-likelihood:

E [− log pθ (x0)] ≤ Bq

[
− log

pθ (x0:T )

q (x1:T | x0)

]

= Eq

− log p (xT )−
∑
t≥1

log
pθ (xt−1 | xt)

q (xt | xt−1)


= −LVL.B. .

(14)

This section detailed the methodology employed for training the diffusion model. The chosen architecture leverages the
information from labeled data (images and corresponding labels) to enhance the quality and relevance of the generated
synthetic medical images. The training process involves iteratively adding noise to real medical images and their labels,
and then training the model to predict and remove this noise effectively while considering the label information. This
approach allows the DM to potentially generate synthetic images that share the characteristics and statistical properties
of the original data while being conditioned on the provided labels. Future work could explore the impact of different
label conditioning strategies and their influence on the quality and targeted nature of the generated synthetic medical
images.

4.4 Generating Datasets

Once the diffusion model (DM) has been trained effectively, it can be leveraged to generate a significantly larger dataset
of synthetic medical images. This expanded dataset addresses potential data scarcity challenges often encountered in
various medical image analysis tasks. This section details the process of generating synthetic data using the trained DM.

The core functionality of the trained DM lies in its ability to progressively remove noise added to real medical images.
This capability is harnessed for synthetic data generation by reversing the noise addition process implemented during
training. Here’s a breakdown of the steps involved:

1. Initial Noise Injection: A random noise vector is sampled from the same noise distribution used during
training (e.g., Gaussian noise).

2. Iterative Noise Removal: The trained DM takes the initial noise vector and a random timestep t as input. It
then iteratively predicts the noise to be removed at t− 1 each timestep, effectively reversing the noise addition
process from training.

3. Image Reconstruction: The predicted noise across all timesteps is progressively removed from the initial
noise vector to obtain a reconstructed image. This reconstructed image represents a newly generated synthetic
medical image.

4. Iteration: Steps 2 and 3 can be repeated multiple times to generate a large number of synthetic medical
images. The DM, having learned the underlying distribution of the real data during training, can generate new
images that statistically resemble the original dataset while potentially inheriting the label information if the
DM architecture incorporates label conditioning.
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4.5 Training CNN Models

This section details the training process for Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs) employed for various medical
image analysis tasks. The synthetic data generated using the diffusion model serves as the primary training data for these
CNNs.Eight distinct CNN architectures were designed and implemented to address the specific medical image analysis
tasks associated with the chosen datasets (e.g., tumor segmentation, cell classification, anomaly detection). Exploring a
diverse range of CNN architectures allows us to identify models that are well-suited for the specific characteristics of
the medical image analysis tasks and the generated synthetic data. This approach mitigates the risk of overfitting to a
single architecture and potentially leads to the selection of a more robust and generalizable CNN model.

Steps followed in the training process:

• Data Preprocessing: The generated synthetic medical images were preprocessed for CNN training. This
involves techniques like image normalization, resizing to a standard size, or data augmentation to improve
model performance and generalization.

• Model Training: Each CNN architecture was trained independently using the preprocessed synthetic medical
images and their corresponding labels. The AdamW optimizer was employed for efficient gradient descent
during backpropagation. The cross-entropy loss function was used to measure the discrepancy between the
predicted labels (model output) and the true labels associated with the synthetic images.

• 5-Fold Cross-Validation: To mitigate overfitting and assess model generalizability, a 5-fold cross-validation
approach was implemented. The synthetic data was split into five folds. In each fold, four folds were used for
training, and the remaining fold was used for validation. This process was repeated five times, ensuring that
each data point was used for validation once. The final model performance was evaluated based on the average
performance across all five folds.

• Hyperparameter Tuning: Hyperparameter tuning techniques were employed to optimize the performance of
each CNN architecture. This involves adjusting learning rates, batch sizes, or other hyperparameters to achieve
the best possible performance on the validation data.

• Early Stopping: Early stopping was implemented to prevent overfitting. Training was terminated if the
validation loss did not improve for a predefined number of epochs.

• Epochs: The training process for each CNN architecture was conducted for a maximum of 50 epochs. Training
might be stopped earlier based on the early stopping criteria.

4.6 Model Evaluation

The performance of each trained CNN model was evaluated using a hold-out validation approach. The remaining
80% (untouched) portion of the original datasets was used for testing. This approach aimed to assess the effectiveness
of the generated synthetic data in training robust and generalizable CNN models for medical image analysis tasks.
Performance metrics appropriate for the specific medical image analysis tasks (e.g., accuracy, precision, recall, F1-score)
are used to evaluate the CNN models.

Precision : Precision serves as an evaluation measure in tasks involving classification, like machine learning or
information retrieval. It is employed to gauge the correctness of positive predictions generated by a model. Precision
calculates the proportion of true positive predictions among all the positive predictions made by the model.

Precision =
TP

TP + FP
(15)

Recall: Recall, which can also be called Sensitivity or True Positive Rate, is a performance metric utilized in
classification tasks, like those in machine learning. Its purpose is to evaluate how well a model can accurately recognize
all the positive instances within the dataset. In essence, it measures the proportion of true positive predictions relative to
the overall actual positives.

Recall =
TP

TP + FN
(16)

F1-score: The F1 Score is a performance measure applied in classification tasks, including machine learning and data
analysis, to establish a trade-off between precision and recall. It proves valuable when there is a requirement to strike a
balance between false positives (precision) and false negatives (recall) and achieve a middle ground between the two.

F1− score = 2× precision× recall

precision+ recall
(17)
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Accuracy: Accuracy refers to the ratio of the total number of correct predictions to the total number of input samples.
It simply measures the percentage of correct predictions that a machine-learning model has made.

Accuracy =
TP + TN

TP + TN + FP + FN
(18)

Where,

• True Positive (TP): A sample is predicted to be positive and its label is actually positive.
• True Negative (TN): A sample is predicted to be negative and its label is actually negative.
• False Positive (FP): A sample is predicted to be positive and its label is actually negative.
• False Negative (FN): A sample is predicted to be negative and its label is actually positive.

4.7 Explainable AI (XAI) Analysis

Understanding the rationale behind a CNN’s predictions, particularly in medical image analysis tasks, is crucial for
building trust and ensuring the interpretability of the model’s decisions. This section details the application of Local
Interpretable Model-agnostic Explanations (LIME) to analyze the inner workings of the trained CNN models.

LIME is a technique that allows us to explain individual predictions made by a complex model, such as a CNN. It
works by approximating the local behavior of the model around a specific prediction using an interpretable model, such
as a linear regression model. This approach provides insights into the features in the input image that contribute most
significantly to the model’s prediction.

In this study, LIME was employed to explain the predictions of the CNN models on a subset of the synthetic medical
images. Here’s how the analysis was conducted:

• Image Selection: A representative set of synthetic medical images was chosen for LIME analysis. This
selection might include images where the CNN model’s prediction is correct, incorrect, or exhibits a high
degree of uncertainty.

• Image Selection: For each selected image, LIME was used to generate an explanation for the CNN’s prediction.
This explanation takes the form of a heatmap highlighting the image regions that the model relied on most
heavily for its decision. Additionally, LIME might provide a list of the most influential features (e.g., pixel
intensities, edges, textures) contributing to the prediction.

• Image Selection: The generated LIME explanations were analyzed to understand how the CNN model utilizes
the features within the synthetic images to arrive at its predictions. This analysis can reveal potential biases or
limitations in the model’s decision-making process and inform strategies for further improvement.

By leveraging LIME, this study aims to gain valuable insights into the interpretability of the CNN models trained on
synthetic data. This understanding can contribute to building trust in the models’ predictions and ultimately improve
their effectiveness in real-world medical image analysis tasks.

5 Results and Discussion

5.1 Experiment Setup

The experiment is conducted on Google Colab and Jupyter Notebook in a system with an Intel(R) Core(TM) i5-7200U
CPU processor and 8 GB RAM. An A100 8 GB GPU is used for training the diffusion model.

5.2 Results

This section presents the results of our investigation into the effectiveness of diffusion models for generating synthetic
medical images for training CNN models in medical image analysis tasks. We focus on three datasets: SARS-CoV-2
CT-Scans, brain tumor MRI scans, and Acute Lymphoblastic Leukemia (ALL).

5.3 Diffusion Model Training and Synthetic Data Generation

The diffusion model was trained on an 8GB A100 GPU for 4 days. Following successful training, the model generated
a new synthetic dataset for each of the three medical domains. Some sample images from the generated datasets are
shown in figure 6. The size and characteristics of these synthetic datasets will be further explored in future work.
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Figure 6: Sample images from the generated datasets (a) Brain Tumor MRI (b) Acute Lymphoblastic Leukemia (ALL)
(c) SARS-CoV-2 CT-Scans

5.4 Evaluation of CNN Models on Synthetic and Real Data

Eight pre-trained CNN architectures were evaluated on the classification tasks: ResNet-19, ResNet-50, VGG-16,
VGG-19, AlexNet, DenseNet-121, MobileNetV2, and GoogleNet. Each model was trained on the generated synthetic
dataset for each medical domain and subsequently evaluated on an unseen 80% split of the original real data. Test
accuracy, precision, recall, and F1-score were calculated for each model-dataset combination. The experimental results
are shown in table 2.

• SARS-CoV-2 CT-Scans: Among the eight CNN architectures evaluated on the Covid-19 dataset, ResNet-50
achieved the highest performance on the unseen test set. The model trained on synthetic data achieved a test
accuracy of 78.24%. Precision, recall, and F1-score were all found to be 77%. These results suggest that
the diffusion model was able to generate synthetic Covid-19 chest X-rays that captured essential features for
accurate classification. However, further investigation is needed to understand if this performance can be
improved through hyperparameter tuning of the diffusion model or the training process of the CNN model.

• Brain Tumor MRI: VGG-19 achieved the best performance on the brain tumor dataset, with a test accuracy
of 86.46% on the unseen data split. Additionally, the model achieved a precision of 89%, a recall of 87%,
and an F1-score of 87%. These results indicate that the synthetic brain tumor MRI scans generated by the
diffusion model were highly informative for the classification task. VGG-19’s superior performance in this
domain could be due to its deeper architecture compared to other models, potentially allowing it to capture
more complex features within the brain tumor images.

• Acute Lymphoblastic Leukemia (ALL): DenseNet-121 emerged as the top performer on the Leukemia
dataset. The model trained on synthetic data achieved a test accuracy of 91.38%. Precision, recall, and
F1-score were all found to be 92%. This finding suggests that the diffusion model was particularly effective in
generating synthetic Leukemia blood smear images that closely resembled real-world data. DenseNet-121’s
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Table 2: Comparison of CNN model performance on unseen real data after training on synthetic medical images
Model Name Dataset Train loss Val loss Test loss Train Acc Val Acc Test Acc Precision Recall F1-Score
Resnet18 Covid 0.0103 0.0232 2.2450 99.82 99.55 76.33 0.75 0.75 0.75

Brain Tumor 0.0179 0.0372 1.2192 99.68 98.99 82.89 0.87 0.84 0.84

ALL 0.0287 0.0149 1.1923 99.86 99.67 86.94 0.87 0.86 0.86

ResNet50 Covid 0.0083 0.0320 1.8761 99.86 99.55 78.24 0.77 0.77 0.77
Brain Tumor 0.0074 0.0734 1.0452 99.79 98.80 85.15 0.89 0.87 0.87
ALL 0.0166 0.0165 0.8619 99.95 99.51 88.12 0.89 0.88 0.88

VGG16 Covid 0.0074 0.0154 0.7655 99.84 99.51 77.67 0.77 0.74 0.74

Brain Tumor 0.0077 0.0399 0.7887 99.85 99.10 85.68 0.89 0.82 0.82

ALL 0.0078 0.0136 1.3405 99.90 99.70 83.01 0.88 0.79 0.78

VGG19 Covid 0.0079 0.0158 0.7703 99.89 99.60 75.73 0.75 0.74 0.73

Brain Tumor 0.0100 0.0589 0.7354 99.81 99.07 86.46 0.88 0.84 0.85

ALL 0.0063 0.0105 1.2673 99.91 99.67 82.38 0.86 0.77 0.76

AlexNet Covid 0.0369 0.0383 0.9169 98.97 98.70 72.18 0.71 0.70 0.70

Brain Tumor 0.0360 0.0875 0.9130 99.20 98.37 79.86 0.85 0.75 0.76

ALL 0.0236 0.0318 0.9822 99.49 99.21 82.22 0.86 0.78 0.77

DenseNet121 Covid 0.0132 0.0172 1.8653 99.71 99.33 76.36 0.76 0.76 0.75

Brain Tumor 0.0059 0.0521 0.9798 99.84 98.99 85.09 0.89 0.86 0.87

ALL 0.0286 0.0118 0.6045 99.94 99.73 91.38 0.92 0.91 0.92
MobileNet_v2 Covid 0.0205 0.0305 2.3197 99.36 98.92 75.98 0.75 0.75 0.75

Brain Tumor 0.0190 0.0856 1.1486 99.57 98.56 84.05 0.89 0.86 0.87

ALL 0.0470 0.0264 1.0470 99.48 99.18 85.21 0.89 0.88 0.88

GoogleNet Covid 0.0165 0.0229 1.7411 99.71 99.33 75.83 0.75 0.75 0.75

Brain Tumor 0.0143 0.0475 0.9578 99.61 98.91 83.82 0.88 0.86 0.87

ALL 0.0400 0.0254 0.5807 99.75 99.46 89.40 0.91 0.90 0.90

dense connectivity architecture might have been advantageous in capturing the subtle variations within these
images.

5.5 LIME Explainability Analysis

To gain deeper insights into the decision-making process of the top-performing models on each dataset (ResNet-50
for Covid-19, VGG-19 for Brain Tumor, and DenseNet-121 for Leukemia), we employed Local Interpretable Model-
Agnostic Explanations (LIME). LIME is a technique that allows us to explain the predictions of any black-box model
by approximating it locally with an interpretable model around a specific prediction. This helps us understand which
features within the medical images were most influential for the model’s classification. The results for the LIME are
shown in figure 7 For each dataset, we applied LIME to analyze several image classifications from the unseen test set.

Figure 7: Local Interpretable Model-Agnostic Explanations (LIME)
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5.6 Discussion

This study investigated the potential of diffusion models for generating synthetic medical images to train CNN models
for medical image analysis tasks. We evaluated the effectiveness of this approach on three datasets: Covid-19 chest
X-rays, brain tumor MRI scans, and Leukemia blood smear images.

The results are encouraging, with all three datasets achieving promising classification performance using models trained
on synthetic data. Notably, the Leukemia dataset reached a remarkable test accuracy of 91.38%, suggesting diffusion
models might be particularly adept at generating synthetic images for specific medical domains with well-defined visual
characteristics. However, a deeper discussion is necessary to fully understand the implications and limitations of this
approach.

The study demonstrates that diffusion models can generate synthetic medical images that can be effectively utilized
for training CNN models. The top-performing models on each dataset achieved good test accuracy, precision, recall,
and F1-score. While further optimization is possible, these results suggest that diffusion models have the potential to
address data scarcity and bias limitations commonly encountered in medical image analysis.

However, some questions remain:

• Impact of Dataset Size and Diversity: The size and diversity of the generated synthetic datasets were not
extensively explored. Future work should investigate how these factors influence the performance of CNN
models. Training models on synthetic datasets of varying sizes and employing data augmentation techniques
during diffusion model training could provide valuable insights.

• Generalizability of Synthetic Data: While the models performed well on unseen test splits within each
dataset, further validation is needed. The generalizability of the approach should be assessed on entirely new
datasets from the same medical domains.

• Comparison with Traditional Techniques: It would be valuable to compare the performance of models
trained on synthetic data with models trained on traditional data augmentation techniques or with limited real
data. This comparison would provide a clearer picture of the relative advantages and limitations of using
diffusion models.

Both the diffusion model and the CNN models could potentially benefit from hyperparameter tuning. Optimizing
hyperparameters like the noise schedule, diffusion steps, learning rate, and optimizer choice could lead to further
performance improvements. Techniques like grid search or Bayesian optimization can be employed to identify the
optimal configurations for each model and dataset.

The preliminary LIME analysis suggests the top-performing models focused on relevant features for classification.
However, a more in-depth exploration is crucial. Quantifying feature importance scores from LIME would reveal which
image regions are most critical for the models’ performance. Additionally, comparing LIME explanations for real and
synthetic data would be insightful. If the models utilize comparable features for classification across both data types, it
would strengthen the argument that the synthetic data effectively captures essential characteristics required for accurate
image analysis.

6 Conclusion and Future Work

In conclusion, This study investigated the effectiveness of diffusion models for generating synthetic medical images
for training CNN models in medical image analysis tasks. We focused on three datasets: SARS-CoV-2 CT-Scans,
brain tumor MRI, and Acute Lymphoblastic Leukemia (ALL). The diffusion model was trained on the three datasets,
successfully generating new synthetic datasets for each domain. Subsequently, eight pre-trained CNN architectures
were evaluated on these synthetic datasets before being tested on unseen real data.

The results are encouraging. All three datasets achieved promising classification performance using models trained
on synthetic data. Notably, the Leukemia dataset reached a test accuracy of 91.38%, suggesting that diffusion models
can be particularly effective for specific medical domains with well-defined visual characteristics. These findings
demonstrate the potential of diffusion models to address the challenges of data scarcity and bias commonly encountered
in medical image analysis.

However, this study also highlights the need for further exploration in several key areas. A more comprehensive analysis
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of the generated synthetic datasets is crucial. This includes investigating the impact of dataset size, diversity, and the
distribution of features compared to real data. Techniques like training models on datasets of varying sizes, employing
data augmentation during diffusion model training, and using statistical tests for distribution comparison can provide
valuable insights.

Optimizing hyperparameters for both the diffusion model and the CNN models could lead to further performance
improvements. Here, techniques like grid search or Bayesian optimization can be employed to identify the optimal
configuration for the diffusion model’s hyperparameters, while cross-validation can be used to fine-tune the hyperpa-
rameters of the CNN models trained on synthetic data.

To assess the generalizability of the approach, further validation is necessary. Evaluating the effectiveness of the
diffusion model and the trained CNN models on entirely new datasets from the same medical domains, along with a
performance comparison with models trained on traditional data augmentation techniques or with limited real data,
would provide a clearer picture of the relative advantages and limitations of using diffusion models.

The preliminary LIME analysis provided valuable insights into the models’ focus on relevant features for classification.
However, a more in-depth exploration is warranted. Quantifying the feature importance scores generated by LIME
would reveal which image regions are most critical for the models’ performance. Additionally, a detailed comparison
of LIME explanations for images from both real and synthetic datasets would be insightful. If the models utilize
comparable features for classification across both data types, it would strengthen the argument that the synthetic data
effectively captures the essential characteristics required for accurate image analysis.

By addressing these future work directions, we can gain a more comprehensive understanding of the effectiveness of
diffusion models for generating synthetic medical images. This will contribute to the development of more robust and
generalizable CNN models for various medical image analysis tasks, ultimately aiding in improved medical diagnosis
and treatment planning.
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