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Abstract

In spite of the recent progress, image diffusion models
still produce artifacts. A common solution is to refine
an established model with a quality assessment system,
which generally rates an image in its entirety. In this
work, we believe problem-solving starts with identification,
yielding the request that the model should be aware of not
just the presence of defects in an image, but their specific
locations. Motivated by this, we propose DiffDoctor,
a two-stage pipeline to assist image diffusion models in
generating fewer artifacts. Concretely, the first stage
targets developing a robust artifact detector, for which we
collect a dataset of over 1M flawed synthesized images and
set up an efficient human-in-the-loop annotation process,
incorporating a carefully designed class-balance strategy.
The learned artifact detector is then involved in the second
stage to tune the diffusion model through assigning a
per-pixel confidence map for each synthesis. Extensive
experiments on text-to-image diffusion models demonstrate
the effectiveness of our artifact detector as well as the
soundness of our diagnose-then-treat design.

1. Introduction

The advancement of image diffusion models [9, 13, 16, 20]
has made it possible to synthesize various images based on
different conditions. However, these models may still syn-
thesize distorted, unreasonable, and unwanted content in the
images, known as artifacts [5, 14, 36], as shown in Fig. 1.
Unwanted artifacts make the outputs of the image diffusion
models unstable, posing a significant challenge to the wider
use of generative models in real-world applications.

Why do artifacts appear in synthesized images? We
assert that artifacts stem from the training data’s inherent
noise and the model’s limited capacity. Regarding data,
diffusion models are predominantly trained on web-mined
images, which are frequently noisy [3, 11]. However, stan-
dard diffusion losses [9, 16] do not differentiate between
valuable supervisory signals and noise in the training data,
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Figure 1. Illustrations of DiffDoctor. Image diffusion models
inevitably generate artifacts. We train a robust artifact detector to
diagnose the artifacts and treat the diffusion model. After treating
on limited prompts, the diffusion model generates fewer artifacts
of similar types on unseen prompts while maintaining the quality.

leading the model to not only learn to generate vivid images
but also inadvertently learn from the noise, which manifests
as artifacts during image generation. Regarding model
capacity, the model’s limited capacity prevents it from fully
capturing and representing complex visual details in every
synthesis, occasionally resulting in artifacts. Therefore,
image diffusion models have the potential to generate
correct images but lack the stability to do so reliably with
each synthesis. One way to refine the pre-trained model
toward more stable desired outputs is by using feedback,
which can be a score describing the quality of the image,
and current methods attempt to maximize such score.
However, feedback of these methods is generally an image-
level score [4–6, 8, 12, 18, 26, 28, 37] to each image, or
pairwise comparisons [24], overlooking fine-grained pixel-
level information — artifacts are sparse within the image.
This analysis shapes the motivation for our paper: Problem-
solving starts with identification. We should know where
artifacts are before tuning the diffusion model.
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Therefore, we present DiffDoctor, which tunes diffu-
sion models in a diagnose-then-treat diagram. Diagnosing
means identifying the artifact locations in synthesized im-
ages, which requires an artifact detector to predict artifact
confidence. Treating means supervising the diffusion model
with the artifact detector, where we minimize the per-pixel
artifact confidence of synthesized images, aiming to reduce
artifacts in future synthesis. Illustrations are in Fig. 1.

To train a robust artifact detector, it is essential to collect
comprehensive data. RichHF [14] and PAL4VST [36]
provide dense artifact annotations. However, we identify
severe data-imbalance issues – overwhelming positive sam-
ples on specific categories (e.g., hands are usually wrong).
Training on them leads to a high false positive rate of the
artifact detector in these categories (e.g., predict artifacts
for every hand even when correct). Therefore, we develop a
class-balancing strategy to collect additional data to balance
negative and positive artifact samples. Using this strategy,
we established a human-in-the-loop pipeline to collect and
label images synthesized by various diffusion models. Hard
cases are meticulously labeled by human annotators to
ensure accurate target signals, while easier cases are auto-
labeled [32] by the trained artifact detector using a specially
designed augmentation strategy. Together, these efforts
result in a robust artifact detector trained on 1M+ samples.

After developing a robust artifact detector, we treat the
diffusion model with supervision from the artifact detector.
The diagnosed artifacts are artifact confidence maps, where
each pixel’s value represents the confidence (or probability)
of artifact presence, which we aim to minimize. Therefore,
we prompt a trainable diffusion model to synthesize images,
detect artifact maps using the artifact detector, and directly
back-propagate the gradients by minimizing the artifact
confidence of each pixel of the synthesized images back to
the diffusion model. This method leverages the pixel-level
information in artifact-prone areas, allowing precise treat-
ing (or penalizing) of the diffusion model to make the model
try to avoid these artifacts in the future. This diagnose-then-
treat diagram could also seamlessly accommodate original
diffusion losses as an auxiliary loss to regularize the model.

To the best of our knowledge, DiffDoctor is the first
approach to use pixel-level feedback for tuning image diffu-
sion models. Tuned on limited prompts, the diffusion model
generates fewer artifacts of similar types on unseen prompts
while maintaining the quality. It’s also applicable to other
methods such as DreamBooth [21]. Our contributions are
summarized as follows:
• We propose DiffDoctor, the first approach to use

pixel-level feedback to tune image diffusion models to
reduce artifacts using a diagnose-then-treat design.

• To diagnose artifacts, we train a robust artifact detector
by using a careful class-balance strategy and scaling up
the data with human-in-the-loop.

• To treat artifacts, we supervise the diffusion model with
the artifact detector to minimize the per-pixel confidence
of synthesized images.

2. Related Work
Detect abnormality in images. Our work focuses on
detecting and thereby mitigating artifacts in synthesized
images of diffusion models, which may be confused with
detecting GenAI-generated or altered images [25, 29, 34,
35]. These works aim to identify whether AI has generated
or manipulated a real image, rather than assessing the pres-
ence of artifacts within synthesized images. Now for the
artifacts in synthesized images. SynArtifact [5] uses VLMs
to classify artifacts or to locate them using bounding boxes.
PAL4VST [36] and RichHF [14] concurrently provide the
first open-sourced data with annotated artifact areas for
synthesized images. However, these artifact annotations
suffer from limitations of imbalance and coarse granularity,
which can significantly compromise the effectiveness of an
artifact detector trained on them. In this work, we carefully
design a class-balance strategy and set up a human-in-
the-loop annotation process, resulting in a robust artifact
detector trained on 1M+ data samples.
Guide diffusion models with feedback. Recently, inspired
by RLHF for LLMs [17], ImageReward [28] introduces
an image reward model to approximate human feedback
with image-level scores and optimizes diffusion models via
ReFL to maximize these scores. DDPO and DPOK [4, 8]
apply reinforcement learning (RL) [23] to make diffusion
models maximize a global score (e.g., aesthetic score).
Zhang et al. [37] is the first to apply RL at scale, training dif-
fusion models with millions of prompts and multiple reward
objectives. SynArtifact [5] globally classifies artifacts as
scores and applies RL to tune diffusion models. Diffusion-
DPO [24] applies direct preference optimization [19] to
diffusion models, transforming the RL problem into a clas-
sification objective between winning and losing samples.
AlignProp [18] and DRaFT [6] directly optimize diffusion
models by back-propagating from differentiable reward
models to maximize the image-level score. However, these
models rely on image-level ratings or comparisons, tuning
the model to maximize overall scores and overlooking the
fine-grained information in each pixel. PAL4VST [36] and
RichHF [14] are the first to leverage fine-grained artifact
annotations. However, they don’t use these fine-grained
annotations to fine-tune diffusion models; instead, they
simply generate a batch of images to rank based on artifact
confidence or mask out problematic areas for inpainting.
In this paper, we instead diagnose pixel-level artifacts to
tune (treat) diffusion models, enabling them to try to avoid
generating artifacts in the future. To the best of our
knowledge, DiffDoctor is the first approach to utilizing
pixel-level feedback for tuning diffusion models.
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Figure 2. Pipeline of DiffDoctor. The first part shows the training of an artifact detector – the doctor. Starting with the initial dataset,
the artifact detector is trained in a humans-in-a-loop manner. The second part shows our diagnose-then-treat design, where the patient – a
trainable diffusion model, is prompted to synthesize images. Then the frozen artifact detector diagnoses its result by predicting the artifact
maps, on which it treats the patient by minimizing the per-pixel artifact confidence to back-propagate to the diffusion model.

3. Method
3.1. Preliminaries

Artifact definition. We define artifacts as three types:
shape distortions (e.g., distorted hands, faces, words),
unreasonable content (e.g., extra limbs, more-or-fewer fin-
gers), and watermarks. We don’t consider artifacts requiring
complex reasoning to find (e.g. floating objects without
physical support). Examples of artifacts are in Fig. 1.
Artifact detection. We define artifact areas in synthesized
images as confidence maps (artifact maps), transforming
artifact detection problems into a binary segmentation task,
where each pixel represents a confidence value from 0 to
1, indicating the likelihood of the pixel being part of an
artifact. Then the training process of the artifact detector is
to minimize the mean squared error (MSE) loss between the
predicted artifact maps and the ground truth artifact maps:

LAD(θ) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

∥∥∥Ĉθ(xi)− C(xi)
∥∥∥2
2
, (1)

where N is the number of samples in a batch, xi is the i-th
synthesized image, C(xi) is the ground truth artifact map
of xi, and Ĉθ(xi) is the predicted artifact map of xi.

3.2. Construct Artifact Detector

We find an imbalance of current artifact annotations com-
promising the artifact detector, so we design a class balance
strategy with human-in-the-loop to train a robust artifact

detector on 1M+ balanced data samples. The pipeline for
constructing artifact detector is in Fig. 2: We generate
numerous images using various diffusion models, selecting
hard cases for human labeling through statistical analysis,
while simpler cases are automatically labeled by the up-
dated artifact detector following semi-supervised learning.
Data-imbalance issue. Existing datasets with pixel-level
artifact annotations [14, 36] provide synthesized images
with artifact maps, offering a training set of 25K samples
and establishing a foundation for artifact detector construc-
tion. However, we identify a limitation due to data im-
balance in previous data, which seriously compromises the
performance of the artifact detector. Specifically, the nega-
tive (artifact-free) and positive (artifact-prone) samples are
significantly unbalanced in certain categories. For instance,
human-centered images synthesized with inferior models
or without careful prompting are likely to exhibit distorted
hands or faces (artifacts), which dominate the training set
in previous datasets. Such overwhelming positive samples
cause the artifact detector to learn a shortcut, leading it
to predict high artifact confidence in the face and hand
regions, even for normal hands and faces, resulting in high
false positive rates for these hard categories. This issue is
unnoticed because the testing set is also imbalanced, which
obscures the high false positive rates during evaluation.
Balance data distribution. We first incorporate high-
quality real photos as negative samples to balance the
distribution, as they are artifact-free, easy to obtain, and
don’t require labeling. After adding real images, the false
positive rate of the artifact detector on real photos reduces
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significantly. However, this data still has limitations in
generalizing to synthesized images due to the domain gap.
Therefore, we further incorporate synthesized images.

Different from label-free real photos, synthesized images
require dense annotations for artifact areas. Given the
expensive cost of extensively labeling artifact areas, we only
label the most informative and hard cases that are challeng-
ing for artifact detectors to learn. The imbalance problem
arises because prompts for certain categories (e.g., humans,
texts) are hard for diffusion models to generate, resulting in
synthesized images naturally lacking negative samples, so
are also hard for artifact detectors to discriminate. We find
these hard categories by classifying using VQA models [2]
and find the categories with abnormally higher predicted
artifact confidence. Then we use an LLM [1] to generate
various prompts for these categories and synthesize images
using SOTA text-to-image models. Images synthesized by
these models contain numerous challenging positive cases
and negative cases for the artifact detector. From them, we
select a subset of 2k hard cases by thresholding the images
detected with high artifact confidence on these categories,
which we then manually label to provide precise guidance
signals for joint training.
Scale-up with unlabeled images. To further enhance the
generalization ability and robustness of the artifact detector,
we scale up the training data by predicting pseudo-labels
for the images not selected as hard cases, following studies
in semi-supervised learning [30–33]. Illustrated in the first
part of Fig. 2, we jointly train the artifact detector on both
true labels and pseudo labels with humans in the loop,
resulting in 1M+ data samples involved in training. We
also design a dynamic augmentation strategy specifically
for artifact detection to perturb the pseudo labels.

The dynamic augmentation strategy involves shrinking
only images with a predicted maximum artifact confidence
value below a certain threshold to smaller sizes, and then
padding them back to original sizes. This is because an
inferior artifact detector tends to falsely predict high artifact
confidence on small intricate regions (e.g., faces and hands
in full body images). Whereas, large areas predicted with
low artifact confidence (e.g., close-up portraits) are more
likely to be correct. Therefore, these shrunk images are
transformed into small intricate areas with a high likelihood
of low artifact confidence, which helps to balance the
distribution. Apart from this dynamic strategy, we apply
strong augmentations for pseudo labels following semi-
supervised learning studies [31, 32].
Robust artifact detector. The above content demonstrates
how we balance and scale up the data. In terms of model
backbone selection, we train our artifact detector using
SegFormer-b5 [27] as the backbone. We directly apply a
sigmoid function after the logit outputs to get confidence
values for each pixel, which is output as the artifact map.

3.3. Diagnose-then-treat Diffusion Models

The artifact detector enables us to diagnose artifacts within
synthesized images, serving as valuable dense supervi-
sory signals for artifacts. Although RichHF [14] and
PAL4VST [36] also attempt to locate artifacts in synthe-
sized images, they just use this information to inpaint
problematic areas or to rank batches of images. How to
leverage these pixel-level artifacts to supervise diffusion
models remains underexplored. Therefore, we present
pixel-aware treating, which tunes the diffusion model with
the supervision from the artifact detector as shown in Fig. 2.
Pixel-aware treating. The artifact detector is differen-
tiable, so we can directly back-propagate gradients from
detected artifact maps of synthesized images to the diffusion
model through the artifact detector. We aim to minimize all
confidence of the artifact map of the synthesized image (i.e.,
punish high artifact confidence), leading to the following
pixel-aware loss for supervising the diffusion model:

Lpixel(θ) =
1

h× w

∑
i,j

C(πθ(zT ))[i, j], (2)

where πθ(zT ) represents the image sampled from the whole
denoising process of a pre-trained diffusion model starting
from a standard Gaussian noise zT . Note that the diffu-
sion model performs the denoising process with gradient
tracking. C(πθ(zT )) is the artifact map of this synthesized
image diagnosed by the artifact detector, h,w are the height
and width, and i, j traverse all pixel coordinates. This loss
supervises the diffusion model on all pixel-level artifacts
from the artifact detector to suppress the diffusion model
for generating high artifact confidence areas. i.e., treat it to
exclude artifacts. Illustration is shown in Fig. 2

Following studies of direct reward fine-tuning [6, 18]
which also directly back-propagating diffusion models but
with global reward models when doing full-chain sampling,
we truncate the gradients in the last few steps in the
denoising chain to save memory.
Compatibility with diffusion loss. Pixel-aware treating is
also seamlessly compatible with standard diffusion losses,
which can also help delay the model collapse. Regarding
collapse, overly treating the model will lead to quality
degradation (model collapse) similar to the reward hacking
problem, as discussed in Sec. 4.2. We can avoid this
problem by using early stopping; however, we still consider
minimizing KL regularization to constrain updated mod-
els from the real image distribution to mitigate collapse:
Ep(y)[KL(pθ(x|y)||preal(x|y))], which can be transformed
into a rectified flow loss [7, 16]:

Loffline(θ) = ||(zT − z0)− vθ(zt, t)||. (3)

We call it an offline regularization term and derive the final
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Algorithm 1 DiffDoctor w/ Offline Regularization

1: Prompt Set: C = {c1, c2, . . . , cn}
2: Real Image Set: D = {I1, I2, . . . , Im}
3: Input: Base diffusion model with pre-trained parameters θ0,

artifact detector AD, regularization scale γ
4: Initialization: Noise scheduler timestep number T , gradient

truncation time step ttr

5: while not converged do
6: for cj ∈ C do
7: zT ∼ N (0, I)
8: for i = T, . . . , ttr + 1 do
9: no grad: zi−1 ← pθ(zi|i; cj)

10: end for
11: for i = ttr, . . . , 1 do
12: with grad: zi−1 ← pθ(zi|i; cj)
13: end for
14: x← VAEdec(z0) ▷ Decode the image
15: C(x)← AD(x) ▷ Get the artifact map
16: Lpixel

aggregate←−−−− C(x) ▷ Pixel-aware loss
17: Ik ← select(D) ▷ Select a real image
18: Loffline

diffusion←−−−− Ik ▷ standard diffusion loss
19: L ← Lpixel + γLoffline ▷ Final loss
20: pθi+1 ← pθi ▷ Update the diffusion model
21: end for
22: end while

loss with the regularization:

L = Lpixel + γLoffline, (4)

where we empirically choose γ = 0.25. In this case, Lpixel
is seamlessly fused with a diffusion loss, and only one diffu-
sion model is required to load, which just slightly increases
the training overhead for treating. We further discuss its
effect in Sec. 4.2. The pseudocode of DiffDoctor with
the offline regularization term is shown in Algorithm 1,
where “no grad” stands for disabling gradient tracking and
“with grad” performs gradient tracking.

4. Experiments
4.1. Experiment Settings

Artifact detector benchmark. RichHF has a testing set
of 955 images, but their labels are circles with fixed radii.
These fixed-radius circles sometimes cover non-artifact ar-
eas redundantly and sometimes fail to fully cover the entire
artifact, leading to inaccurate metric values. Therefore, we
do not use this benchmark and we construct a benchmark of
771 images. It contains synthesized images covering hard
cases challenging for artifact detectors with fine-grained
artifact labels, and real photos from COCO [15] testing set
to measure the false positive rates on real photos. For the
metrics, we use MSE to measure accuracy. To measure
the false negative rates, we utilize the mean KL divergence:

original image ground truth only previous + hard cases + pseudo 1M

Figure 3. Qualitative ablation study of artifact detectors. We
visualize the artifact maps predicted by the artifact detector on our
hard benchmark by headmaps.

KL(P ||Q) = 1
N

∑
pixels[p(x) log

p(x)
q(x) ] where p(x) and q(x)

are the ground truth and predicted confidence for pixel x,
N is total pixel number. Relatively, KL(1 − P ||1 − Q) =
1
N

∑
pixels[(1− p(x)) log (1−p(x))

(1−q(x)) ] is effective in measuring
false positive rates, and we denote this metric as KL(1-) in
the following sections.
Model treating dataset. The training set and the bench-
mark for treating only contain text prompts. We prompt
Qwen [1] to synthesize 3100 complex prompts describing
complicated and various scenarios mainly concerning hu-
man activities, animals, and words in life to challenge the
diffusion models. We randomly break them into a training
set of 3000 prompts, and a benchmark of 100 prompts.
For offline regularization, we use LAION-Aesthetics V2
6.5+ Dataset [22] to regularize the model on high-quality
aesthetic images. For the metrics, we detect and calculate
the average of all mean or max artifact confidence across
all artifact maps of synthesized images in evaluation. For
image quality, we adopt the ImageReward score [28]. We
also conducted user studies with 24 users. We offer them
pairs of images on the same backbone model before and
after treating and ask them to select a winning image based
on general image quality and artifact presence respectively.
Then we calculate the winning rate before and after treating.
Implementation details. For the diffusion model to treat,
we mainly use FLUX.1 Schnell [13] and use an inference
step of 5. We use a learning rate of 1e−4. To save memory,
we choose the gradient truncation timestep ttr to be 1 and
only train LoRA [10] layers (LoRA rank is 16). We use
the best artifact detector (+ pseudo 1M) for training. We
also try Stable Diffusion 1.5 (SD1.5) [20] which produces
images of lower quality for more observations.

4.2. Ablation Studies

Artifact detector. When solely trained on the training set of
previous artifact annotations, the model demonstrates high
false positive rates (KL(1-)) and high MSE in our bench-
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Method MSE Ours↓ KL Ours↓ KL(1-) Ours↓ MSE real↓ KL(1-) real↓
only previous 1.601 1.059 7.044 0.979 6.082
+ real photos 1.167 1.111 4.803 0.029 1.558
+ hard cases 0.504 0.981 2.983 0.003 0.458
+ pseudo 4K 0.414 1.031 3.250 0.003 0.401
+ pseudo 1M 0.337 1.004 2.231 0.002 0.371

Table 1. Quantitative ablation study of artifact detectors. Data
are displayed in percentages with percentage signs (%) omitted.
We measure on our constructed benchmark and real photos.
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Figure 4. Gradient selection for treating. “Mean(Max)” means,
predicting artifact maps of images generated by the model treated
with the max confidence pixel, and then calculating the average
of the mean confidence across all artifact maps. Epoch 0 means
results of the model (FLUX.1) before DiffDoctor.

mark and real photos in Tab. 1, which is also visualized in
Fig. 3 as the model outputs high confidence for almost all
the face and limb areas. Balanced with real photos, the false
positive rate is reduced on real photos but still is high for
our synthesized image benchmark. Incorporating hard cases
into training further improves the model’s MSE and reduces
false positive rates. A great enhancement is shown in Fig. 3,
where adding hard cases significantly mitigates the shortcut
problem, preventing the model from over-detecting face and
limb areas and directing its focus more accurately on true
artifacts. The careful human labeling data also enables the
model to produce artifact predictions of finer granularity
that are not circular areas with fixed radii.

We further experiment with different numbers of pseudo
labels for training (4K and 1M). Incorporating pseudo-
labeled images further reduces false positive rates and MSE
on both our benchmark and real photos, with performance
improving as more pseudo-labels are included. We also
observe that using pseudo-labels will slightly increase the
KL values (false negative rates). We hypothesize that this
is due to the increasing negative signals in pseudo labels,
causing the model to become slightly more conservative in
predicting high confidence. However, given the significant
improvements in accuracy and false positive rates that cover
the slight degradation of false negative rates, we choose
the model trained on 1M+ pseudo labels as the best artifact
detector used for the following experiments for treating.
Pixel-aware treating. DiffDoctor enables a finer gradient
selection for pixels by assigning weights (or masks) on the
artifact confidence for each pixel in Lpixel during pixel-
aware treating. Using FLUX.1, we compare the approach
of selecting the gradients of all pixels with using only the
pixel with the maximum artifact confidence, which directs

w/o Treating Epoch 3 Epoch 10

Converging Treating

Prompt: A group of Kenyan
runners and a group of
international athletes
training together, vibrant
colors, focused expressions,
candid moment, warm
lighting, detailed textures.

Pixel-aw
are Treating 

w
/o regularization

Pixel-aw
are Treating 

w
/ regularization

Collapsing 

Figure 5. DiffDoctor’s impact across epochs. These images
are synthesized by FLUX.1 during treating with or without offline
regularization in evaluation time, using the same unseen prompt
and seed across specific epochs of tuning. We frame the synthe-
sized image in the model collapse stage with a red box.

the focus of treating toward the most significant error. We
plot the trend of aggregated confidence changes during
evaluation in Fig. 4. Using all pixels for treating converges
faster and demonstrates greater stability during the first few
epochs compared to selecting only the pixel with the highest
confidence. Although using only the highest confidence
pixel is more unstable in the initial epochs, it ultimately
converges to similar confidence levels after 10 epochs.
Therefore, we opt to use all pixels to achieve more stable
training and faster convergence.

We further study the impacts of treating with or without
offline regularization in Fig. 5. We tune FLUX.1 and
observe outputs conditioned on a specific unseen prompt
and the same seed in evaluation time. Before treating, the
model generates an image with obvious artifacts. After 3
epochs of treating, artifacts are reduced both with or without
regularization. For DiffDoctor without regularization, the
layout of the image changes slightly when trained for
epochs. But on epoch 10 it starts synthesizing overly
smooth patterns that harm the image quality, which we
call collapse. This corresponds to the curve of treating
on all pixels in Fig. 4 around epoch 10, where the artifact
confidence is almost converged. Though overly optimizing
still forcibly reduces confidence, it harms the generation
quality. For treating with regularization, it’s more stable
against collapse when trained for the same 10 epochs, as
the quality remains unchanged. Additionally, the image
layout shifts more noticeably by epoch 10, which we
attribute to the additional supervised signals introduced by
the regularization term. But overly optimizing to epoch 30
still degrades the image quality (we put visualizations in
the appendix), so we conclude that offline regularization
can delay the collapse but can’t prevent it forever. These
observations indicate that model collapse can be directly
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Figure 6. DiffDoctor on FLUX.1. All images are synthesized based on randomly generated unseen prompts not involved in training, and
on the same seeds for the corresponding images before and after DiffDoctor. After treating, artifacts in images are reduced, but the
content and layouts of the images are almost unchanged, demonstrating the effectiveness of pixel-aware treating.

Figure 7. DiffDoctor on SD1.5. Images are synthesized using
SD1.5 on unseen prompts not involved in DiffDoctor training.

Method Mean Artifact Conf.↓ Max Artifact Conf.↓ ImageReward ↑
FLUX.1 Baseline 1.56% 38.06% 1.18
+ DiffDoctor w/o Reg. 0.47% 2.36% 1.14
+ DiffDoctor w/ Reg. 0.44% 1.40% 1.16

SD1.5 Baseline 6.51% 79.37% 0.35
+ DiffDoctor w/o Reg. 5.96 % 73.65% 0.33

Table 2. DiffDoctor quantitative results. We compare metrics
before and after DiffDoctor, averaged on 400 images synthesized
on 100 prompts featuring complex scenarios.

prevented by early stopping. Using offline regularization
can slow the collapse, but it may shift the output distribution
(image layouts) more significantly, which is not considered
a drawback. Therefore, choosing to use offline regulariza-
tion or not depends on the need. If we don’t want to change
the output distribution of the treated model too much, then
we can just apply treating without offline regularization and
early stopping. But if we want to optimize for more time,
then we should use offline regularization.

4.3. Qualitative Results

DiffDoctor on FLUX.1. We diagnose then treat FLUX.1
in Fig. 6. All images are synthesized on unseen prompts
and the same seeds for corresponding images in evaluation

48.86%
36.36%

51.52%
43.56%

51.14% 63.64%
48.48% 56.44%

0.00%
20.00%
40.00%
60.00%
80.00%

FLUX.1 Quality FLUX.1 Artifact SD1.5 Quality SD1.5 Artifact
Before After

Figure 8. User studies. We do user studies on 24 people, making
them select a winner between two images (the same diffusion
model but before and after treating) based on quality or artifacts.

time. We use early stopping to prevent model collapse as
discussed in Sec. 4.2. In Fig. 6, each image pair shows
images synthesized before and after treating. DiffDoctor
successfully generalizes to unseen prompts, where different
kinds of artifacts (e.g., watermarks, distorted words, extra
limbs, distorted hands, abnormal fingers, blurry head) that
are of similar types in training time are suppressed in
evaluation time, even when the scenarios are rich in details
and complex patterns. We also observe that treating the
model doesn’t significantly change the layout of the images
synthesized on the same prompt and seed in evaluation
time. Pixel-aware treating seems like ‘altering’ the critical
areas precisely to make the model avoid artifacts for these
areas and other regions that are considered as low artifact
confidence areas are not greatly modified.
DiffDoctor on SD1.5. We then perform pixel-aware
treating on SD1.5 in Fig. 7. Though not as impressive as
FLUX.1, treating SD1.5 provides us with valuable insights.
We observe that DiffDoctor can reduce artifacts but cannot
significantly eliminate them, and the image layouts show
greater variation compared with FLUX.1. An interesting
phenomenon happens in the second example, where the
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“A [v] man”

Figure 9. DiffDoctor on DreamBooth. We perform DiffDoctor
on the instance prompt and evaluate other various prompts.

model appears to take a ‘shortcut’ by omitting the man’s
right hand to avoid artifacts. We assume this is due to the
inferior potential of SD1.5, and the punishment essence of
DiffDoctor:

DiffDoctor treats the model by ‘punishing what it has
done’ instead of ‘forcing it to do’, so it doesn’t teach the
diffusion model new concepts. This is also similar to the
difference between RLHF and supervised fine-tuning. Then
the cause of shortcuts is clear: SD1.5 struggles to synthesize
realistic-looking hands in most cases, but when it happens
to generate images with fewer hands, artifact confidence
decreases, leading to less punishment. This incentivizes
the diffusion model to take a shortcut by avoiding hands.
In contrast, FLUX.1 has the potential to generate realistic
hands, allowing it to be encouraged to improve hand
synthesis without needing to avoid them.
DiffDoctor on DreamBooth We apply DiffDoctor to
DreamBooth [21] to show that it can be used not only with
plain text-to-image diffusion models in Fig. 9. Specifically,
we train DreamBooth on FLUX.1 Dev using LoRA, with an
inference step of 10. Then we further optimize these LoRA
layers using DiffDoctor based on the instance prompt (e.g.,
“A [v] man”) and class prompts (e.g., “A man sits in the
park”). Afterward, we evaluate various prompts describing
the instance (e.g., “A [v] man eats hamburgers”). Re-
sults show that treating DreamBooth successfully reduces
artifacts on unseen prompts without affecting the learned
representation of the instance in DreamBooth.

4.4. Quantitative Results

We use early stopping to collect the quantitative results not
in the model collapse stage in Tab. 2 during evaluation.
DiffDoctor on FLUX.1. In Tab. 2, DiffDoctor significantly
lowers the mean and the max artifact confidence after treat-

ing, while keeping the image quality as the ImageReward
score changes very slightly. User studies in Fig. 8 further
prove that DiffDoctor successfully reduces artifacts while
keeping image quality. The winning rates on quality are
almost the same, but after treating, the winning rates on
artifacts significantly outperform the FLUX.1 baseline.

We also have an interesting finding that, when using of-
fline regularization in treating, the ImageReward score rises
abnormally during the model collapse stage. We provide
data and visualizations in the appendix and speculate that
ImageReward may also be ‘hacked’ by our method, despite
not being involved in our training process.
DiffDoctor on SD1.5. In Tab. 2, the mean and max artifact
confidence is reduced after treating for SD1.5, but not as
significant as those for FLUX.1. Similarly, the winning
rates on artifacts in user studies improve but are not as
impressive as those for treating FLUX.1. These further
verify the punishment essence of DiffDoctor, as pixel-aware
treating pushes the model to avoid artifacts by punishing
its outputs and thus exploiting its potential. However,
it doesn’t teach the model new things. Therefore, the
quantitative improvement brought by DiffDoctor is limited
by the potential of SD1.5.

5. Conclusion and Discussion
We present DiffDoctor, which, to the best of our knowl-
edge, is the first approach to use pixel-level feedback for
tuning diffusion models. DiffDoctor diagnoses artifacts in
synthesized images and treats the diffusion model to make
them try to avoid generating artifacts in the future. To diag-
nose pixel-level artifacts, we train a robust artifact detector
by balancing the distribution and scaling up in a human-in-
the-loop manner. To treat the diffusion model, we supervise
the diffusion model with the artifact detector. Experiments
show that, tuned on limited prompts, DiffDoctor effectively
reduces the occurrence of artifacts of similar kinds while
maintaining image quality on unseen prompts, validated by
qualitative and quantitative results. It is also applicable
to other methods such as DreamBooth. DiffDoctor serves
as a new post-training paradigm to improve the generation
ability of pre-trained image diffusion models.

Despite impressive results, DiffDoctor should benefit
from a more powerful artifact detector to diagnose and
treat more semantically challenging abnormalities, ideally
a multi-modal model capable of complex reasoning to find
regions against general knowledge. Moreover, DiffDoctor
can only treat the kinds of artifacts that appear in the
diagnose-then-treat training process, but due to computation
resources limitations, we cannot perform the training on
prompts of large scales. We believe that tuning on millions
of prompts across universal scenarios that cover more kinds
of artifacts can further unleash the power of DiffDoctor,
which we leave for future studies.
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