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Abstract

Artifact detection algorithms are crucial to correcting
the output generated by diffusion models. However, be-
cause of the variety of artifact forms, existing methods re-
quire substantial annotated data for training. This require-
ment limits their scalability and efficiency, which restricts
their wide application. This paper shows that the similarity
of denoised images between consecutive time steps during
the sampling process is related to the severity of artifacts
in images generated by diffusion models. Building on this
observation, we introduce the concept of Similarity Trajec-
tory to characterize the sampling process and its correla-
tion with the image artifacts presented. Using an annotated
data set of 680 images, which is only 0.1% of the amount of
data used in the prior work, we trained a classifier on these
trajectories to predict the presence of artifacts in images.
By performing 10-fold validation testing on the balanced
annotated data set, the classifier can achieve an accuracy
of 72.35%, highlighting the connection between the Simi-
larity Trajectory and the occurrence of artifacts. This ap-
proach enables differentiation between artifact-exhibiting
and natural-looking images using limited training data.

1. Introduction
Image generation models have recently garnered signif-

icant attention for their diverse applications in image in-
painting, super-resolution, style transfer, image deblurring,
etc. [2, 11, 14, 17, 20]. These technologies have had a pro-
found impact across various industries, including advertis-
ing, entertainment, and design. Despite their ability to pro-
duce impressive results, these models often suffer from a
critical drawback: the generation of images with noticeable
artifacts. Common problems include distorted object shapes
or merging of distinct objects [15].

The presence of artifacts in the generated images high-
lights the importance of detecting these imperfections. This

is because after the artifacts are detected, the diffusion
model can then inpaint the specific area, thereby improving
the quality of the images generated [15, 25]. Recognizing
the importance of this task, recent research has focused on
collecting large annotated data sets to predict human rat-
ings [13, 24, 25]. A particularly noteworthy study by Liang
et al. [15] focused on developing a data set with annotated
heat maps that precisely identify where and how the image
generation process fails. This line of work has proven valu-
able for artifact detection and provides explainable results.
However, creating such a data set requires a vast amount of
labeled data and meticulously curated annotations that pin-
point the specific area causing image generation to fail. This
process requires considerable effort, which in turn limits the
broader application of these methods.

In this paper, instead of focusing on the final generated
image, we adopt a different approach that takes into con-
sideration the sampling process. Specifically, we analyze
the variation in similarity between consecutive denoised im-
ages throughout the sampling process. This analysis pro-
vides valuable insights into the severity of artifacts in the
generated image. We conjecture that this is because each it-
eration in the sampling process progressively improves the
denoised image by building upon the results of the previ-
ous step. If consecutive denoised images are dissimilar, this
process is similar to adding two different images. This can
lead to merged objects, eventually resulting in artifacts in
the final image. Hence, we conjecture that, by monitoring
the similarity between consecutive denoised images during
the sampling process, we would be able to assess the sever-
ity of artifacts present in images.

To capture the behavior of the sampling process, we in-
troduce the concept of a Similarity Trajectory. This trajec-
tory is defined as the similarity between denoised images in
consecutive time steps throughout the entire sampling pro-
cess. Therefore, a drop or low similarity between consec-
utive denoised images likely signals the presence of arti-
facts in the generated image. Figure 1 illustrates this with
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Figure 1. Comparison of images exhibiting strong artifacts (left) versus a more natural appearance, alongside their corresponding Similarity
Trajectories. The image on the left displays pronounced artifacts, particularly in the circled area where the subject’s face blends unnaturally
with their hair. This is reflected in the Similarity Trajectory, which is more erratic and shows a significant drop, as indicated by the red
arrows. In contrast, the right image appears more natural, with a smoother Similarity Trajectory that exhibits consistency. The prompt for
the images is ”A student walking in front of the UT tower, with one hand holding a calculus book.”

an example: on the left, an image with pronounced artifacts,
where the girl’s face blends unnaturally with her hair, and
on the right, a more natural-looking image. Both images are
generated from the same prompt ”A student walking in front
of the UT tower, with one hand holding a calculus book”.
We emphasize that a significant advantage of detecting arti-
facts based on the Similarity Trajectory is that it allows the
use of a very small data set to train detection algorithms,
as few as 680 training images, as the trajectory provides a
much more condensed representation compared to raw im-
ages. In contrast, previous methods cannot achieve this ef-
ficiency because they rely on processing raw images, which
requires over a million training images [13].

The main contributions of this paper are summarized be-
low:

• We introduce the concept of Similarity Trajectory to
characterize the sampling process’s behavior for diffu-
sion models.

• Through extensive experimental results, including hu-
man evaluation testing, we uncover the correlation be-
tween the Similarity Trajectory and the presence of
artifacts in generated images.

• We further demonstrate that the Similarity Trajectory
can be used to evaluate the model’s performance in
generating images, under the EDM2 model framework
[10].

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we first
review related work in artifact detection. We then explain in
Section 3 how the Similarity Trajectory is obtained and why
it is linked to the presence of image artifacts. In Section 4,

we detail the experimental configuration used to develop a
classifier aimed at detecting image artifacts using the Sim-
ilarity Trajectory. Additionally, we validate the severity of
artifacts in the chosen images through a human evaluation
test. In Section 5, we present experimental results that sup-
port our claim that the Similarity Trajectory is related to the
presence of image artifacts.

2. Related Work

Over the years, image generation technology has under-
gone significant advancements [6,8,12,20]. One of the first
foundational approaches is the Variational Auto Encoder
(VAE), which learns to map images to and from a latent
space [20]. This capability enables VAEs to generate im-
ages by randomly sampling the latent space.

In recent years, Diffusion Models have achieved state-of-
the-art performance in generative tasks [4]. In this frame-
work, images are generated by multiple iterations of the de-
noising step [8]. The iterative nature of the diffusion model
enables it to produce high-quality data, but at the same time
requires substantial computational demands [8]. To address
this, the concept of Latent Diffusion Models (LDM) was
introduced [20]. This approach, combined with Auto En-
coders, generates images in a lower-dimension latent space,
thereby significantly reducing computational costs. Conse-
quently, this development has made the concept of large-
scale text-to-image models feasible [18, 20].

Despite their astonishing performance, a significant por-
tion of images generated by diffusion models still suffer
from artifacts. To address this issue, recent research has
focused on detecting these flawed images and fixing the



artifacts [13, 15, 24, 25]. A common approach involves
labeling the generated images according to human pref-
erence and training a model to predict the human prefer-
ence [13, 24, 25]. For example, the ”Pick-a-Pic” approach
creates a data set of more than 500,000 pairs of images,
each pair consisting of two images with a human-preferred
choice [13]. This data set is then used to fine-tune a CLIP-
based model to predict human preferences [19]. Similarly,
”ImageReward” collects a data set by ranking and rating im-
ages based on their quality. This data set is then used to train
a model, which is subsequently used to fine-tune the diffu-
sion model, enhancing the quality of generated images [25].

Another approach involves providing more detailed in-
formation to the model beyond just human preference
scores. This is done by annotating specific areas of the
image where artifacts occur [15, 26]. In Liang et al. [15],
the author extends this method by labeling not only artifact
regions but also areas with misaligned keywords. This ad-
ditional information helps the model learn more effectively
by offering a deeper understanding of the artifacts.

Different from previous studies that judge the quality
based on the final generated images, our work uncovers the
insights in the sampling process itself which provides fruit-
ful information on whether an image contains artifacts. To
our knowledge, this is the first work to reveal this relation-
ship. A direct benefit of uncovering this relationship is that
the training data required for classification is reduced by or-
ders of magnitude compared to previous methods.

3. Background Knowledge

To analyze the dynamics of the time-series data (Sim-
ilarity Trajectory), we rely on the Haar Transform. This
transformation allows us to identify significant fluctuations
and trends within the data. The subsequent section delves
into the details of the Haar Transform.

Haar Transformation The Haar Transform decomposes
the original time series data {xt}Tt=1 into approximation and
detail coefficients at various scales, capturing both global
trends and local variations.

At the first level of decomposition, for k =

1, 2, . . . ,

⌊
T

2

⌋
, the approximation coefficients a1(k) and

detail coefficients d1(k) are calculated as:

a1(k) =
x2k + x2k+1

2
, (1)

d1(k) =
x2k − x2k+1

2
. (2)

This process is recursively applied to the approximation
coefficients to obtain higher-level coefficients. At level j +

1, the coefficients are computed as:

aj+1(k) =
aj(2k) + aj(2k + 1)

2
, (3)

dj+1(k) =
aj(2k)− aj(2k + 1)

2
, (4)

where j = 1, 2, . . . , J , and J is the maximum level of
decomposition. From the transformation, we obtain a set
of approximation coefficients {aj(k)} as well as detail co-
efficients {dj(k)} corresponding to each basis function at
various levels. Note that the detail coefficients capture the
fluctuations in the time-series data, which are important for
analyzing the proposed Similarity Trajectory and assessing
the presence of artifacts in images.

4. Similarity Trajectory
At a high level, the Similarity Trajectory represents the

similarity between denoised images in consecutive time
steps during the sampling process of a diffusion model. In
the following, we present the mathematical definition of the
Similarity Trajectory and then explain the intuition behind
its importance.

We define the Similarity Trajectory as a time series
{zt}1t=T−1, as follows:

{ zt }1t=T−1,where zt = d
(
x
(t)
0 , x

(t−1)
0

)
. (5)

zt represents the similarity score between the denoised
images x0 predicted in consecutive time steps t and t − 1.
The time index t adheres to the convention used in previous
research, indicating the sequential steps of the forward dif-
fusion process. The similarity metric d(·, ·) quantifies the
similarity of two images: the more similar the images, the
higher the value of d.

The Similarity Trajectory can be computed for differ-
ent diffusion model training frameworks, provided that the
model is trained to predict denoised images from noise cor-
ruption. This is because the Similarity Trajectory essen-
tially consists of a sequence of similarity scores between de-
noised images in consecutive time steps. Therefore, we can
calculate the Similarity Trajectory as long as the denoised
images can be derived from the diffusion model. In the fol-
lowing, we provide the mathematical formulas for x(t)

0 in
the context of Stable Diffusion 2 (SD2) using the DDIM
sampler and the EDM2 framework [10].

Denoised Image from SD2 with DDIM Sampler. Equa-
tion 6 illustrates the method for computing x

(t)
0 , which rep-

resents the denoised image at the specific time step t.

x
(t−1)
0 =

xt −
√
1− αt · ϵ(t)θ (xt)√

αt
(6)



Figure 2. Flowchart illustrating the methodology for training a Random Forest (RF) classifier to detect artifacts in images based on the
Similarity Trajectory. The process involves: (1) generating images and recording the denoised images x(t)

0 at each time step; (2) calculating
the similarity between consecutive denoised images x(t)

0 and x
(t+1)
0 to construct the Similarity Trajectory; (3) applying Haar transform to

the Similarity Trajectory to obtain sets of detailed coefficients and dividing the original Similarity Trajectory into time-domain trajectory
sets; (4) performing feature engineering by extracting statistical properties from each set; and (5) using the extracted features to train the
RF classifier for classifying the presence of artifacts in the generated images.

We follow the notation from prior work [22] for Equation
6. xt represents the noisy image, i.e., input to the diffusion
model. ϵ

(t)
θ (·) denotes the noise predicted from the U-net

in SD 2 at time step t. αt represents the cumulative prod-
uct

∏t
i=1(1 − βi). The term βi is defined as i

T , where T
indicates the total number of steps of denoising.

Denoised Image from EDM2 with Heun Sampler. In
Equation 7, we show how to calculate the denoised images
for the Heun Sampler [9].

x
(t−1)
0 = xt −

1

2
σt · (nt + n′

t) (7)

In Equation 7, x(t−1)
0 represents the denoised image at

time step t − 1, and xt is the current noisy image at time
step t. σt is the predetermined noise level at the time step t.
The terms nt and n′

t are the predicted noise, normalized to
a standard deviation of 1, during the first and second orders
of the Heun method, respectively.

5. Methodology
Through extensive research, we observe that an apparent

and sustained decline in the Similarity Trajectory suggests
the presence of artifacts in the generated image. Given a
similarity trajectory {zt}1t=T−1, the maximum decline Dmax
is defined as:

Dmax = max
T−1≤s<e≤1

zs>zs+1>···>ze

(zs − ze) .

This represents the greatest decrease in similarity scores
over any continuous strictly decreasing subsequence within
the trajectory. We then independently calculate the mean of
these maximum decline values for both artifact-exhibiting
and natural-looking images.

Figure 3. Artifact formation in the sampling process. The denoised
images x0 at various time steps illustrate that changes in the dif-
fusion model’s predictions between consecutive steps can cause
overlapping objects. This overlap may distort the original shapes,
leading to the presence of artifacts. The prompt for the image is
”A man in a jacket and cowboy hat and a person on a horse”.

This decline suggests a misalignment between denoised
images in consecutive time steps. We believe that such a
misalignment can lead to artifacts because, during the sam-
pling process, each iteration involves subtracting a small
amount of predicted noise from the noisy image (latent).
This process effectively removes a portion of the noisy im-
age (latent) and replaces it with the denoised image (latent).
As the diffusion model determines the contours of the ob-
jects, this blending can merge objects predicted at different
time steps, resulting in distortions of their original shapes.
This may lead to artifacts in the generated images.

Figure 3 illustrates an example of how artifacts can form.
The images shown are the denoised images x0 at various
time steps T − t. At time step 11, two men are standing
together. However, in the subsequent time step, a differ-
ent prediction leads to the overlapping of distinct objects,
such as a horse and one of the men’s bodies, which eventu-
ally results in artifacts in the final time step. It is important
to note that artifacts can originate from multiple sources.
Apart from the merging of different objects, artifacts may
also occur when the prediction of the same object changes



shape across consecutive time steps. Moreover, the forma-
tion of artifacts is frequently unclear and elusive, likely be-
cause the denoising occurs within the latent space instead
of the direct image space, coupled with the artifacts arising
at earlier time steps in the sampling process.

A straightforward method to determine if there is a
difference in the Similarity Trajectory between artifacts-
exhibiting and natural-looking images involves compiling a
data set of generated images classified as such. We first in-
vestigate whether artifact-exhibiting images have more sig-
nificant drops in their Similarity Trajectories by calculating
the maximum drop in these trajectories. We then use the
data set to train a classifier, aiming to predict the presence
of artifacts based on Similarity Trajectories. If the classifier
can identify artifacts in unseen images based on the Simi-
larity Trajectory, it will provide evidence that the behavior
of the Similarity Trajectory is related to image artifacts.

5.1. Calculating Similarity Trajectory

Given a similarity metric d(·, ·), we calculate the
trajectory for each image as {zt}1t=T−1, where zt =

d(x
(t)
0 , x

(t−1)
0 ). Here, x(t)

0 represents the denoised latents
from the U-net [21] of SD2, which are then decoded into
pixel space via the VAE. The chosen similarity metric,
DreamSim, is a neural network-based method that operates
in the pixel space and provides similarity scores that align
with human perception [5]. We selected DreamSim because
humans are sensitive to abrupt changes in denoised images,
making a human-aligned metric beneficial for this task. To
ensure that the DreamSim metric increases with the similar-
ity between two images, we define the similarity metric as
one minus the output score of DreamSim.

5.2. Training Classifier

We select a Random Forest (RF) Classifier [1] as our
classifier due to its strong performance, especially when the
amount of training data is scarce. Before inputting the Simi-
larity Trajectory into the model, we apply feature engineer-
ing to preprocess the Similarity Trajectory.

Our goal is to detect drops in the Similarity Trajectory.
To achieve this, we apply Haar transformation to the entire
trajectory because of its ability to detect sudden changes in
time series data [23]. For each basis in the Haar transfor-
mation, we will obtain a corresponding set of detail coef-
ficients. Additionally, we divide the entire Similarity Tra-
jectory into three equal sets based on time steps, as well as
considering the entire trajectory as a single set.

For all the sets obtained, whether they are detail coef-
ficients from the Haar Transform or in the time domain,
we calculate ten statistical features for each set. They in-
clude entropy, 5th percentile, 25th percentile, median, 75th
percentile, 95th percentile, mean, standard deviation, mean
crossings, and zero crossings. We calculate percentile and

mean because in the detail coefficients, these quantities in-
dicate fluctuations within the Similarity Trajectory. Stan-
dard deviation and entropy can characterize the fluctua-
tions in the time domain. Mean crossings (Cµ,S) quantifies
how frequently the Similarity Trajectory oscillates around
its mean value, providing insight into the rapidity of these
changes. Similarity, zero crossings (C0,S) counts how of-
ten the data crosses zero, which, in the context of detail
coefficients, reflects the number of times the Similarity Tra-
jectory changes direction from monotonically increasing to
decreasing or vice versa. The mathematical definitions for
the number of mean crossings and zero crossings are pro-
vided below.
Mean Crossings (Cµ,S):

Cµ,S =

NS∑
i=1

I [(Si+1 − µs) (Si − µs) < 0] , (8)

where NS is the total number of elements in set S. Si is
the ith element in S and I[·] is the indicator function. µS

indicates the mean of the set.

Zero Crossings (C0,S):

C0,S =

NS∑
i=1

I [Si+1Si < 0] . (9)

where NS is the total number of elements in set S. Si is the
ith element in S and I[·] is the indicator function.

All of the described features serve as inputs to the RF
Classifier. Additionally, we incorporate prediction proba-
bilities obtained from a k-Nearest Neighbor (k-NN) model
trained on the trajectory [3]. For further details, please refer
to the Supplementary Material.

5.3. Evaluating Models

When evaluating the model, we also hypothesize that a
better-performing generative model—characterized by its
ability to produce higher-quality images—will generate
fewer images displaying artifacts. Consequently, such a
model is expected to exhibit fewer drops in Similarity Tra-
jectories, since these drops signal the presence of artifacts,
resulting in a higher average Similarity Trajectory com-
pared to a weaker model.

6. Experimental Setup
In the following, we introduce the experimental setup to

detect artifacts based on Similarity Trajectories.

6.1. Labeling Datasets

We randomly select 250 prompts from the 2014 MS
COCO data set [16]. Using SD2 with the DDIM 50 time



step sampler [20], we generate nine images per prompt, re-
sulting in a total of 2,250 images. To ensure the quality
of our data set, we manually review these images, select-
ing only those with obvious artifacts or those that appear
natural-looking (without or mostly without artifacts). Im-
ages that fall between these categories are discarded, re-
sulting in 425 natural-looking and 255 artifact-exhibiting
images, for a total of 680 images. We emphasize that the
selection process focuses solely on the quality of the final
generated image as opposed to looking at the Similarity Tra-
jectory.

6.2. Experimental Settings for Model Evaluation

Our objective is to examine whether there is a connection
between the Similarity Trajectory and the performance of
the model, defined as being able to generate better quality
images. Although the image generation model is typically
evaluated through the FID score [7], the FID score is known
to be inaccurate in judging the model’s performance and
does not align with human perception [18].

For our experiments, we use models provided in prior
work [10]. These models are trained and evaluated within
a consistent framework, ensuring that differences between
them are limited to model size and the number of training
steps. This allows us to assess model performance in a more
controlled way, making it easier to determine whether such
a relation exists. We conducted two types of comparison in
the experiment: one controlling for model size and the other
for training steps.

To investigate such a relationship, we first average the
Similarity Trajectory across 5,000 images. This is because
we want to assess the overall performance of the model
instead of individually generated images. In the experi-
ment, we use the Heun sampler [10] with 32 inference steps
and set the Schurn parameter at 40. The guidance scale
is configured to 1.5, which helps align the generated im-
ages more closely with the real data distribution when utiliz-
ing classifier-free guidance. In particular, the unconditional
model for classifier-free guidance is selected to be identical
to the conditional model but does not receive any prompt.
This approach ensures that our evaluation is focused solely
on the performance of the model being tested.

Next, we directly averaged the 5,000 Similarity Trajec-
tories without decoding them into pixel space. The simi-
larity metric used is the Root Mean Square Error (RMSE)
between adjacent time steps. We intentionally avoid decod-
ing the latent representations into pixel space to eliminate
the influence of decoder sensitivity. This is because we aim
to establish a more robust metric for evaluating the diffusion
model, independent of decoder-induced variations.

7. Experimental Results

To assess whether there is a difference between Similar-
ity Trajectories from artifact-exhibiting and natural-looking
images, we perform experiments using the labeled data set.

7.1. Similarity Trajectory Maximum Decline

We analyze the maximum decline within individual tra-
jectories, which follows directly from our observation that
artifact-exhibiting images will experience a more severe de-
cline of the Similarity Trajectory.

For natural-looking images, the average maximum de-
cline is 0.017 ± 0.0011, where 0.0011 represents the Stan-
dard Error of the Mean (SEM). In comparison, the artifacts-
exhibiting images show an average drop of 0.027± 0.0015.
Note that the difference between the average maximum de-
cline of natural-looking images and artifacts-exhibiting im-
ages far exceeds the SEM by a factor of 10×, suggesting
such a relation indeed exists. These results indicate that
the drop for artifact-exhibiting images is indeed larger than
that for natural-looking images, thereby providing statisti-
cal support for our observations.

Note that in this experiment, we calculate the maximum
decline only within the middle section of the time steps (i.e.,
time steps 13 to 34) of the Similarity Trajectory. This is be-
cause prior work indicated that the middle section of the
sampling process has the greatest influence on the final im-
age [27]. We also carried out experiments to find which part
of the Similarity Trajectory is critical for identifying arti-
facts. We feed the unprocessed trajectory directly into the
RF Classifier and examine the average decrease in the Gini
impurity of the RF. A decrease in Gini impurity indicates
that specific parts of the trajectory are important for classi-
fication. The results are shown in Figure 4. We observe an
obvious surge of impurity decrease between time steps 13
and 34, indicating that this range is critical for classifying
image quality. As a result, our analysis only focuses on this
section.

7.2. Trajectory-Based Image Quality Classification

To explore whether the statistical differences between
trajectories can serve as predictors of image quality, we use
a RF Classifier of 1,000 trees and apply feature engineer-
ing to the trajectory mentioned in the Sec. 6. We then train
the classifier on the balanced data set of 255 natural-looking
images and 255 artifact-exhibiting images. Given this bal-
anced set-up, random guessing would result in an accuracy
of only 50%. The 255 natural-looking images are selected
as the first 255 images from that of the original training data
set.

By performing a 10-fold validation test, we obtained an
accuracy of 72.35% with a SEM of 2.1%. This is signif-
icantly higher than random guessing, indicating a notable



Figure 4. Average Gini impurity reduction at each time step from
the RF Classifier. We input raw Similarity Trajectory, without
any transformations, into the RF classifier and analyze the aver-
age Gini impurity reduction.

correlation between the Similarity Trajectory and image
quality.

7.3. Real-World Setting Evaluation

To determine whether the RF-based method can classify
images with and without artifacts in a real-world setting, we
rely on the testing criteria from prior work [13].

We begin by randomly selecting 100 prompts from the
Pick-a-Pic data set [13]. Using SD2, we generate 100 im-
ages per prompt, each with a different random seed. Among
the 100 generated images, we use the RF Classifier to pre-
dict the probability that each image contains artifacts, using
their respective trajectories. We select the images with the
highest and lowest probability of having artifacts for each
prompt and shuffle and pair them, resulting in 100 test pairs.

To evaluate how closely our classifier’s predictions
match human judgments on image artifacts, we recruited
10 human participants and divided the 100 test pairs into
two groups of 50, with each group evaluated by five par-
ticipants. For each test pair, participants compare the two
images and select the one they believe exhibits more severe
artifacts, defined as notable structural or shape deviations
from real-world images. If participants cannot decide which
image shows more severe artifacts, they can declare a draw
to avoid random guessing. Our goal is to determine whether
human judgments align with the classifier’s selection on un-
seen data, thereby assessing the classifier’s performance.

In the human evaluation test, we found that, on aver-
age, human participants’ selections aligned with the clas-
sifier 58.1% of the time, differed 21.7% of the time, and
resulted in a draw 20.2% of the time, as shown in Table 1.
These results indicate that participants were approximately
2.7 × more likely to agree with the RF Classifier than to
disagree, suggesting that the Similarity Trajectory is indeed
correlated with image artifacts.

As a reference, prior work [13] evaluates the model by
forming pairs composed of the best of 100 images evaluated

Table 1. Results of Human Evaluation Test. Human participants’
selections matched that of the classifier in 58.1% of cases, differed
in 21.7%, and could not decide 20.2%.

Outcome Percentage (%)
Selections Matched 58.1
Selections Differed 21.7
Draw 20.2

by the model and a randomly selected image, rather than the
worst. Then human participants decide which image is bet-
ter in a pair but the draw is not allowed. On average, 71.4%
of human selection aligns with that of the model, highlight-
ing the difficulty of the task. Whereas our classifier only uti-
lizes less than 0.1% of the training data, compared with the
prior work, to train an artifact detection model, demonstrat-
ing the effectiveness of Similarity Trajectory when sparse
annotated training data is accessible.

7.4. Averaging Trajectories for Model Assessment

In this section, we present the results of experiments de-
signed to explore the relationship between model perfor-
mance and Similarity Trajectory. The first experiment ex-
amines how the averaged Similarity Trajectory evolves as
the training progresses. The second experiment investigated
how the average Similarity Trajectory changes as the model
size increases.

We hypothesize that a better-performed image genera-
tion model, characterized by its ability to produce higher
quality images, achieves increased similarity scores by gen-
erating fewer artifacts that detract from similarity. Hence,
as training progresses, models’ ability to generate better-
quality images improves and hence likely to produce images
with fewer artifacts. Additionally, larger models are ex-
pected to generate better-quality images in general. There-
fore, the similarity between denoised latents will also be
higher.

For the first experiment, we utilize the checkpoints of the
large model with a fixed exponential moving average length
parameter σrel = 0.05, as provided by the EDM2 reposi-
tory [10]. The first snapshot (T1) occurs after training on
67 million images. The training then continues for an ad-
ditional 128 million images to produce the second snapshot
(T2). Following the same pattern, the third snapshot (T3) is
taken after another 128 million images of training, and so
forth, ultimately producing seven models (T1 through T7)
at different stages of training [10].

In Figures 5a and 5b, we present the average Root Mean
Square Error (RMSE) between denoised latents from con-
secutive time steps during the sampling process, along with
the SEM. The y-axis represents this average RMSE, where
larger values indicate more dissimilar latents. The x-axis
represents the Signal-to-Noise Ratio (SNR) of the noisy la-



tents, calculated based on the noise level at each time step
during training. The latents are normalized to have a mean
of 0 and a standard deviation of 0.5.

We chose to use SNR for the x-axis instead of time steps
because the time step arrangement differs between the SD2
and EDM frameworks. Reporting SNR directly avoids con-
fusion and provides a clearer assessment of the noise level.
We display only the portion of the averaged trajectory where
the noisy latents’ SNR ranges from 5 × 10−2 to 104. We
excluded SNR values below 5× 10−2 because, at such low
levels, the sampling process cannot extract meaningful in-
formation from the noisy latents. This scenario falls outside
the scope of our discussion.

(a) Averaged trajectory at different training stages.

(b) Averaged trajectory for fully trained models of varying sizes.

Figure 5. Comparison of averaged trajectories under different con-
ditions. (a) Effect of training progress on the same model, showing
increased latent consistency over time. (b) Influence of model size
on fully trained models, with larger models exhibiting greater ad-
jacent latent similarity.

Within the region marked by the two red lines (SNR be-
tween 8 × 10−1 and 7 × 102) in Figure 5a, a clear trend
emerges: as training progresses, the RMSE score between
adjacent denoised latents gradually decreases compared to
earlier trained models. This matches our initial assumption
that as the model becomes stronger, a higher average sim-

ilarity is expected between adjacent denoised latents. As
training progresses, we notice an increasing similarity be-
tween denoised latents at adjacent time steps, but the differ-
ences in RMSE scores across different training stages are
small. However, the results are statistically significant, as
the SEM is even smaller than the gap between trajectories,
as shown in the graph.

In Figure 5b, we observe a similar trend: as model ca-
pacity increases, the similarity between denoised latents at
adjacent time steps also increases. The only exception is
a change in the order between the XL and XXL models,
which we attribute to the possibility that the XXL and XL
models may have similar performance.

Overall, we demonstrate empirically that a correlation
between the similarity of adjacent denoised latents and both
training time and model capacity exists. This suggests
that stronger models—whether due to extended training or
increased capacity—are associated with higher similarity
scores. This phenomenon could potentially lead to an ad-
ditional performance indicator, possibly complementing the
existing FID score. However, these findings are still prelim-
inary. To determine whether the averaged similarity score is
truly a reliable indicator, further evaluations across different
models would be necessary.

8. Conclusion and Limitations
In this paper, we introduce the concept of the Similarity

Trajectory and demonstrate its relationship with the pres-
ence of artifacts in images generated by diffusion models.
Our findings suggest that even with limited training data,
680 labeled images, a classifier can still utilize Similarity
Trajectory to select artifact-exhibiting images.

Although the method requires only sparse training data,
our work has several limitations. The classification accu-
racy of the RF Classifier based on the Similarity Trajectory
is not perfect. Our results suggest that while inconsistencies
in the Similarity Trajectory may signal potential image ar-
tifacts, artifacts may originate from different sources, com-
plicating their identification. Evaluating artifacts directly
from the final image offers a more intuitive approach. How-
ever, the wide range of possible image distortions makes
this method both challenging and data-intensive. Future
work could explore integrating these two methods to capi-
talize on their complementary strengths, thereby improving
detection accuracy and generalizability.

For model evaluation, our results suggest that a more ca-
pable model is associated with higher similarity between
adjacent latents in the EDM framework. However, it
would be intriguing to investigate whether diffusion mod-
els trained under different settings exhibit similar behavior.
We hope our study sparks further exploration into the con-
nection between the sampling process, image quality, and
generator performance.
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[23] Radomir S. Stanković and Bogdan J. Falkowski. The haar
wavelet transform: its status and achievements. Computers
and Electrical Engineering, 29(1):25–44, 2003. 5, 11

[24] Xiaoshi Wu, Keqiang Sun, Feng Zhu, Rui Zhao, and Hong-
sheng Li. Better aligning text-to-image models with human
preference. ArXiv, abs/2303.14420, 2023. 1, 3



[25] Jiazheng Xu, Xiao Liu, Yuchen Wu, Yuxuan Tong, Qinkai
Li, Ming Ding, Jie Tang, and Yuxiao Dong. Imagere-
ward: Learning and evaluating human preferences for text-
to-image generation. In Thirty-seventh Conference on Neu-
ral Information Processing Systems, 2023. 1, 3

[26] Lingzhi Zhang, Zhengjie Xu, Connelly Barnes, Yuqian
Zhou, Qing Liu, He Zhang, Sohrab Amirghodsi, Zhe Lin, Eli
Shechtman, and Jianbo Shi. Perceptual artifacts localization
for image synthesis tasks. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
International Conference on Computer Vision (ICCV), pages
7579–7590, October 2023. 3

[27] Zijian Zhang, Zhou Zhao, Jun Yu, and Qi Tian. Shiftddpms:
Exploring conditional diffusion models by shifting diffusion
trajectories. arXiv preprint arXiv:2302.02373, 2023. 6



9. Supplementary Material
Detailed Information for the Experimental Setup

We define the Similarity Trajectory as a discrete time se-
ries {zt}1t=T−1, where T is the total number of time steps
in the sampling process. Each element zt represents the
similarity score between the denoised images in consecutive
time steps t and t − 1. To analyze fluctuations within this
trajectory, we segment it either based on time steps or by
projecting it onto different bases using the Haar Transform.
We extract various statistical quantities to characterize each
set which subsequently serve as inputs to a RF Classifier.
Segmenting the Similarity Trajectory in the time domain al-
lows us to capture variations at specific time steps, which
convey varying information; notably, fluctuations during the
middle section of sampling are critical for artifact detec-
tion. Additionally, the coefficients from different levels of
the Haar Transform reveal fluctuations at various frequen-
cies, enabling us to characterize the duration and magnitude
of these changes.

Segmentation of the Time Series

We divide the entire Similarity Trajectory into three
equal sets S1, S2, S3 based on time steps, as well as con-
sidering the entire series as a single set, denoted as S4. Seg-
ments in the time domain are formally defined as:

• Segment 1 (S1):

S1 = {zt | t = 1, 2, . . . , N1},

where

N1 =

⌊
T − 1

3

⌋
.

• Segment 2 (S2):

S2 = {zt | t = N1 + 1, N1 + 2, . . . , N2},

where

N2 =

⌊
2(T − 1)

3

⌋
.

• Segment 3 (S3):

S3 = {zt | t = N2 + 1, N2 + 2, . . . , T − 1}.

• Segment 4 (S4):

S4 = {zt | t = 1, 2, . . . , T − 1}.

Segmentation of Coefficients for Haar Transform

We apply the discrete Haar wavelet transform to the en-
tire Similarity Trajectories {zt}1t=T−1 because of its ability
to detect sudden changes in time-series data [23]. In this
section, we first introduce the Haar Transform, and then we
explain how to process the Similarity Trajectory using the
Haar Transform.

Haar Transformation

The Haar Transform decomposes the original time series
into approximation and detail coefficients at various scales,
capturing both global trends and local variations.

At the first level of decomposition, for k =

1, 2, . . . ,

⌊
T − 1

2

⌋
, the approximation coefficients a1(k)

and detail coefficients d1(k) are calculated as:

a1(k) =
z2k−1 + z2k

2
, (10)

d1(k) =
z2k−1 − z2k

2
. (11)

This process is recursively applied to the approximation
coefficients to obtain higher-level coefficients. At level j +
1, the coefficients are computed as:

aj+1(k) =
aj(2k − 1) + aj(2k)

2
, (12)

dj+1(k) =
aj(2k − 1)− aj(2k)

2
, (13)

where j = 1, 2, . . . , J , and J is the maximum level of
decomposition. From the transformation, we obtain a set
of detail coefficients {dj(k)} corresponding to each basis
function at various levels. Note that the detail coefficients
capture the fluctuation information of the Similarity Trajec-
tory, which is important for assessing the presence of arti-
facts in the image.

We segment the detail coefficients obtained from
the Haar Transform of the entire Similarity Trajectory
{zt}1t=T−1 by grouping them according to their correspond-
ing Haar basis functions. Each set Sj consists of all detail
coefficients at decomposition level j:

Sj = {dj(k) | k = 1, 2, . . . , Nj},

where Nj =

⌈
T − 1

2j

⌉
is the number of coefficients at level

j. This segmentation aligns each set of detail coefficients
with their respective scales in the time series, allowing us to
analyze fluctuations captured by each Haar basis function
effectively.

Feature Extraction

For all the sets S obtained—whether from the detail co-
efficients of the Haar Transform or in the time domain—we
calculate ten statistical features for each set to perform the
bag-of-statistics method. These statistical features are cho-
sen to describe the dynamics of the Similarity Trajectory
as we already established that the fluctuation in Similarity
Trajectory is correlated to the presence of artifacts. They
include:



1. Mean (µS): The average value of the data in the set S.

µS =
1

NS

∑
s∈S

s, (14)

where NS is the number of elements in the set S.

2. Standard Deviation (σS): Measures the dispersion of
the data in the set S. This is related to fluctuation in
the Similarity Trajectory for sets in the time domain.

σS =

√
1

NS

∑
s∈S

(s− µS)
2
. (15)

3. Percentile: We extract the 5th, 25th, 50th, 75th, and
95th percentiles for each obtained set’s values. The
significance of percentiles lies in their relation to the
fluctuation of the Similarity Trajectory for detail coef-
ficients.

4. Number of Mean Crossings (Cµ,S): Counts how
many times the data crosses its mean value in the set
S. This describes how rapidly the Similarity Trajec-
tory fluctuates in the time domain.

Cµ,S =

NS∑
i=1

I [(Si+1 − µs) (Si − µs) < 0] , (16)

where NS is the total number of elements in set S. Si

is the ith element in S and I[·] is the indicator function.

5. Number of Zero Crossings (C0,S): Counts how many
times the data crosses zero in set S. Note that in detail
coefficients, this represents how many times the Sim-
ilarity Trajectory changes direction, from monotoni-
cally increasing to monotonically decreasing or vice
versa.

C0,S =

NS∑
i=1

I [Si+1Si < 0] . (17)

where NS is the total number of elements in set S. Si

is the ith element in S and I[·] is the indicator function.

6. Entropy (Es): Measures how uniform of the data in
set S is. Again, this is another metric characterizing
the fluctuations of the set.

ES = −
∑
i

p
(S)
i log2 p

(S)
i , (18)

where p
(S)
i is the probability of the i-th bin in the his-

togram of the data in set S.

These features are computed for both the time-domain
data and the detail coefficients from Haar Transform, result-
ing in a comprehensive feature set that captures both tem-
poral and frequency-domain characteristics.

Using k-Nearest Neighbor Model Probabilities

We employed a k-Nearest Neighbor (k-NN) model
trained directly on the time-domain Similarity Trajectory.
This k-NN model estimates the probability of artifact pres-
ence by assessing the proportion of its nearest neighbors
that are labeled as artifact or non-artifact images. These
predicted probabilities are then incorporated as additional
features into the RF Classifier.

Feature Vector Construction

For every set S, we formulate a feature vector fS which
includes ten statistical features. The comprehensive feature
vector F for the trajectory is then assembled by concatenat-
ing all fS vectors from every set along with the prediction
probability from the k-NN model. The feature vector F
serves as the input to the RF Classifier for both training and
inference.
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