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Abstract. Generative foundation models like Stable Diffusion comprise
a diverse spectrum of knowledge in computer vision with the potential
for transfer learning, e.g., via generating data to train student models
for downstream tasks. This could circumvent the necessity of collecting
labeled real-world data, thereby presenting a form of data-free knowl-
edge distillation. However, the resultant student models show a signif-
icant drop in accuracy compared to models trained on real data. We
investigate possible causes for this drop and focus on the role of the dif-
ferent layers of the student model. By training these layers using either
real or synthetic data, we reveal that the drop mainly stems from the
model’s final layers. Further, we briefly investigate other factors, such as
differences in data-normalization between synthetic and real, the impact
of data augmentations, texture vs. shape learning, and assuming oracle
prompts. While we find that some of those factors can have an impact,
they are not sufficient to close the gap towards real data. Building upon
our insights that mainly later layers are responsible for the drop, we in-
vestigate the data-efficiency of fine-tuning a synthetically trained model
with real data applied to only those last layers. Our results suggest an
improved trade-off between the amount of real training data used and
the model’s accuracy. Our findings contribute to the understanding of the
gap between synthetic and real data and indicate solutions to mitigate
the scarcity of labeled real data.

Keywords: Data-free Knowledge Distillation · Synthetic Data · Foun-
dation Models · Stable Diffusion.

1 Introduction

Deep learning has revolutionized computer vision tasks, but training neural net-
works in various settings incorporates challenges, like the need for large amounts
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of labeled training data [3] and the computational resources required for deploy-
ment [35,53,31]. While there are approaches mitigating these challenges; they
often lack specificity, e.g., when using general publicly available datasets such as
ImageNet [12]; or diversity, e.g., when generating data with GANs [18]. Founda-
tion models [6] trained on large-scale diverse internet data offer a potential solu-
tion by reducing the need for task-specific training data. However, these models
are still large and require expensive hardware for efficient inference. Knowledge
distillation [24] is an approach to transfer the knowledge from foundation models
to smaller student models. From the variety of different approaches to knowledge
distillation [19], we focus on the concept of data-free knowledge distillation [28].

More concretely, we leverage a generative foundation model to create task-
specific training images for our student model. We base our paper on the pipeline
of Fake It Till You Make It (FITYMI) [41] to train models on image data synthe-
sized by StableDiffusion [36]. Surprisingly, while synthetic images are humanly
almost indistinguishable from real ones, there is a significant gap in performance
(accuracy) when training neural networks only on synthetic data. We aim to gain
deeper insights into the approximately 23 percentage point (pp) gap in accuracy
between training fully on synthetic data [41] vs. real data for ImageNet-100.

Our contributions are threefold: (1) we find that mostly the final synthetically
trained layers are responsible for the drop in accuracy from synthetic to real,
e.g., within a ResNet-50 the training of all but the last two layers can be done
with only synthetic data, resulting in a minor accuracy drop; (2) we show that
one could pre-train all but the last two layers merely with synthetic data and
fine-tune the remaining layers with a fraction of real data, e.g., using 1/8 of
real data on a pre-trained model drops performance by 7pp compared to 20pp
when omitting pre-training on synthesized data; (3) we show that other factors
like data-augmentations, oracle prompts, differences in data normalization, and
texture vs. shape, while potentially helpful in reducing the gap, still do not
appear to be sufficient to close the gap towards real data.

2 Preliminaries

Definition 1 - Foundation Models are deep neural networks (DNN ) models
with very large numbers of trainable parameters, which, thus, require orders of
magnitude more data than traditional DNN models. Besides their prediction
power, foundation models [6] are more adaptable to downstream tasks.
Definition 2 - Stable Diffusion a.k.a. latent diffusion model (LDM ) is derived
from a type of generative model [36] that employs equally weighted denoising
autoencoders to predict the denoised version of input data, with an objective
function minimizing the difference between the added and the predicted noise.

LLDM = EE(x),y,ϵ∼N (0,1),t

[
||ϵ− ϵθ(zt, t, τθ(y))||22

]
(1)

where τθ is the specialized encoder for the additional value guiding the generation
process, which is trained jointly with ϵθ and y is the additional value. By shifting
computations to a perceptually analogous but lower-dimensional domain through
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an auto-encoder, Stable Diffusion reduces the computational complexity because
it can focus on the semantically significant aspects of data.
Definition 3 - Knowledge Distillation consists of transferring knowledge
from a larger teacher model to a smaller student model while maintaining per-
formance and reducing computational costs [24]. Initially, the teacher model is
trained on a large dataset to achieve high accuracy. Then, the student model
learns to mimic the teacher’s behavior using both the original dataset and
the teacher’s soft targets, which contain probabilistic distribution insights. A
Kullback-Leibler divergence loss function guides the student model to align its
output distribution with that of the teacher model.
Definition 4 - Data-Free Knowledge Distillation precludes the access to
the original training data for transferring knowledge from a teacher model to a
student [28]. Instead, one leverages either the architecture or the learned param-
eters of the teacher model to distill knowledge to the student. This process often
involves methods such as feature matching, activation mimicking, or utilizing
generative models to generate synthetic data for distillation (our approach).

3 Related Work

3.1 Data-Free Knowledge Distillation

Current works exhibit a significant gap on ImageNet-1k [12] top-1 accuracy
if only trained on synthetic data compared to real data. For instance, Sta-
bleRep [47] has 34.9% zero-shot accuracy compared to 73.7% linear probing
with a ViT-B/16 [15]. As a point of reference, we note that CLIP, which has
been trained on real data [32], has 68.6% zero-shot accuracy on a ViT-B/16 and
59.6% on a ResNet50 [21]. In contrast, SynthCLIP [20] only provides a zero-shot
accuracy of 30.5% with a ViT-B/16 backbone. Lastly, also [41] only achieves
42.9% with a ResNet50. From our perspective, this gap in accuracy is quite
puzzling, as for humans, synthetic images from models like StableDiffusion look
almost indistinguishable from real ones.

We base our paper on the pipeline of Fake It Till You Make It (FITYMI) [41].
Analogously, to their approach training models on image data generated by Sta-
bleDiffusion [36]. We adapt the FITYMI setup for our experiments to make our
results directly comparable. We re-compute our replication of the paper’s best-
performing model for ImageNet-100 in all our result tables. Note that due to ran-
dom seeds, we observe minor fluctuations (< 1% compared to the results in Table
1 in [41] with a prompt scheme consisting of class and definition pc ="c, dc", and
guidance scale = 2). Furthermore, we focus on using the ImageNet-100 dataset
instead of ImageNet-1K due to resource constraints, similar to most experiments
in FITYMI. Most importantly, this reduced dataset still exhibits a fairly low ac-
curacy of just 28.4% if it is trained in a naive training fashion, e.g., without
augmentations. To investigate parts of this gap, the FITYMI paper already cov-
ers some ablations on ImageNet-100 like variations of prompts, augmentations,
and the guidance scale that each significantly impact the performance. Espe-
cially, introducing augmentations improves the baseline performance by 14.8 pp.
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Similarly, tuning the guidance scale improves the performance by 20 pp. Note
that both factors have been tuned in isolation and the benefits might be less
than their sum if combined. While the aforementioned tricks increase the per-
formance, a large portion of the gap remains, e.g., a vanilla training on the real
ImageNet-100 data leads to 87.4% top-1 accuracy compared to the best data-
free variant from [41] achieving 64.8%. Thus, we extend the ablations by testing
out further factors and investigating where in the network discrepancies between
real and synthetic data originate.

Similarly, to FITYMI, StableRep [47] presents a pipeline learning represen-
tations solely based on synthetic images. They use captions from the datasets
CC3M [44], CC12M [9] or RedCaps [13] respectively to generate image data
with Stable Diffusion v1.5 and then train the model on the generated data in
an unsupervised manner to learn the representations used for linear probing
and zero-shot classification. While the synthetic ImageNet-1K only includes less
than 1.3 million samples, StableRep uses 10 million and 11.6 mio. samples from
CC12M and RedCaps respectively. For CC3M only 2.7 mio. samples are used.
Also, StableRep trains a ViT-B/16 (∼ 86 mio. trainable params.) for 35 epochs,
whereas we train a ResNet50 (∼ 25 mio. trainable params.) for 100 epochs.

Lastly, Azizi et al. [2] use Imagen [40] instead of StableDiffusion to generate
synthetic training data for image classification. They achieve a top-1 accuracy
of 69.24% on ImageNet using a ResNet50 trained for 90 epochs; however, they
achieve this by fine-tuning Imagen on ImageNet data, resulting in their approach
not being completely data-free.

3.2 Transfer Learning

Transfer Learning - TL. Reusing knowledge from pre-trained models via TL
requires that data from pre-trained tasks (source) and new ones (target) have
some overlap. Unfortunately, this assumption is unrealistic in domains subject
to data sparsity [8]. To bridge this gap between source-target labels, one can
combine similarity-guided training and adaptive adversarial noise selection [50].
Another approach is to apply self-supervision methods, for instance, Yamaguchi
et al. [52] investigated a two-stage process that (1) synthesizes target samples by
conditioning on source generative model and, then, (2) labels these new samples
via self-supervised learning methods. Albeit TL has shown to outperform knowl-
edge distillation [52], one still has to cope with the threat of "negative transfer",
i.e., learning wrong concepts or forgetting correct ones [54].

Catastrophic forgetting - CF. Re-training models needs to cope with the funda-
mental phenomenon of catastrophic forgetting [29], i.e., neural networks when
trained on different tasks tend to "forget" (lose accuracy) in previously learned
tasks. This phenomenon is not limited to sequential learning setups (e.g., contin-
ual learning, reinforcement learning, domain adaptation). Fine-tuning of foun-
dation and generative models are also affected [51], for instance, in generative
adversarial networks - GANs trained continuously [49]. Some of the mitigation
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to CF involve momentum and gradient penalty [46] or changes in the discrimi-
nator component of the GAN [27]. Meanwhile, in GANs continuously trained in
the context of data-free knowledge distillation (DFKD) [10], mitigation of CF
by preserving memory buffers for past samples [5], remembering previous dis-
tributions for generative replay [4], and keeping an exponential moving average
to minimize the impact of abrupt shifts in the distribution [14]. Our approach
is complementary to these approaches, as we combine an architecture-based ap-
proach (fixing parameters, i.e., layers) with synthetic or real data for pre-training
and then fine-tuning. Catastrophic forgetting could happen in various steps of
the pipeline, for instance, the synthetic images cause the student model to forget
features that were successfully learned by the teacher model. While freezing lay-
ers might mitigate this loss, it might still happen in the retrained layers, because
one cannot guarantee that all fine-tuned knowledge is new knowledge.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experimental Setup

The premise of our experiments is strongly inspired by the findings of the paper
Fake It Till You Make It (FITYMI) [41]. To make our results comparable with
the ones from FITYMI, all of our experiments were run using the same setup
that was used by the authors, i.e., training a randomly initialized ResNet-50 [21]
for 100 epochs using SGD [39] with a momentum of 0.9 and DINO augmenta-
tions with one global and eight local crops, unless stated otherwise. We linearly
increased the learning rate up to 0.1 for the first 10 epochs and then decayed it on
a cosine schedule. In addition, temperature scaling with L2-normalized weights
was used on the final classification layer. Training a model using this setup takes
over 56 single GPU hours, but it can be parallelized. Our implementation is
based on the implementation of [42] - which is publicly available - adapted for
our classification task. The dataset we use is ImageNet-100 [48], a subset of
ImageNet-1K [12]. This is the same subset of classes that is used in FITYMI.
We use either the original data from ImageNet-100 or a synthetic version of this
dataset with 1300 images generated per class. The synthetic images were gener-
ated using Stable Diffusion 1.4 unless stated otherwise. This was done using 50
diffusion steps and a guidance scale [25] of 2.0. The images were generated sized
512 x 384 and using the WordNet [30] based definition prompts from FITYMI
(i.e., "<class name>, <WordNet definition of class name>"). Generating a full
ImageNet-100 dataset with this setup takes over 73 single-GPU hours. For our
experiments, we report the mean and standard deviation on real ImageNet-100
validation data of the last 5 epochs for top-1 and top-5 accuracy.

4.2 Layer Importance Experiments

It is a widely accepted intuition that CNNs (such as the ResNet-50 we are using)
learn representations of more abstract features in the later layers of the model
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(a) Real Data Transfer Learning. (b) Synthetic Data Transfer Learning.

Fig. 1: This figure illustrates our transfer learning setup for N = 2. N indicates
the number of consecutive layers that are transferred from a model that was
trained on the respective first dataset, starting from the first layer.

while the earlier layers learn representations of features at a lower abstraction
layer [26]. Based on this intuition, we devised a series of experiments using
transfer learning to narrow down which features are missing from the synthetic
data. In these experiments, we pre-train a CNN on either synthetic or real data
and then freeze the first N layers. Next, we reinitialize the remaining layers and
retrain them on the respective other dataset. As we gradually increase N, we
expect to see changes in the accuracy of the resulting model, that relate to the
quality of features at gradually higher levels of abstraction that are present in
the data on which the model has been pre-trained. When using the term layer in
the context of our experiments, we refer to the bottleneck blocks in the ResNet-
50 architecture. The only exceptions to that are the first layer, which is the
singular convolutional block that comes before the bottleneck blocks, and the
last (18th) layer, which consists of the final (linear) classification layer and the
pooling layer that precedes it. Running this setup for N = 17 results in a setup
equivalent to linear probing, while N = 18 would result in only evaluating a
completely pre-trained model with all parameters frozen.

Real Data Transfer Learning In our first series of experiments, the first N
layers are transferred from a model pre-trained on real data with frozen param-
eters, while only training the remaining layers of the model on synthetic data.
We evaluate on real data. We illustrate this setup in Figure 1a for N = 2.

The results of this experiment are presented in Figure 2a. If the represen-
tations learned by the different layers of the model were to all transfer equally
well to real data, we would expect the accuracy to gradually rise as we replace
more and more of the layers with the ones that were pre-trained on real data
and fewer layers are trained on synthetic data. However, this is not the case,
suggesting that the quality of the representations that the student model learns
from the synthetic data varies depending on their level of abstraction.

As we can see in Figure 2a, the top-1 accuracy increases by at most 2.0pp
from the baseline respectively as we add the pre-trained layers 1 to 14 and even
decreases for some of the in-between layers. In contrast to that, when adding the



Mind the Gap Between Synthetic and Real 7

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18
Number of Layers Transfered

65

70

75

80

85
To

p-
1 

Ac
cu

ra
cy

 M
ea

n 
(%

)

Real Data Transfer Learning
Real Data Only
Synthetic Data Only

(a) Real Data Transfer Learning.
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(b) Synthetic Data Transfer Learning.

Fig. 2: Results of the layer importance experiments using transfer learning from
real and synthetic data respectively for N = 1 to N = 17. We also plot the results
for our baseline models trained on synthetic and real data only, as these present
the two extremes of this experiment setup and therefore provide an approximate
lower and upper bound.

pre-trained layers 15 to 17, we can see progressively larger increases3 in top-1
accuracy of 18.4pp in total, which is visible by a steep increase for the layers
15 to 17. Using the representations learned from real data by the first 14 layers
makes little difference over using the ones learned from synthetic data compared
to the differences using the representations learned by the later layers.

Synthetic Data Transfer Learning To further support our claim, we present
a second series of experiments similar to the ones in the previous section. Now,
the first N layers are transferred from a model pre-trained on synthetic data
with frozen parameters, while the remaining layers of the model are reinitialized
and trained on real data (setup illustrated in Figure 1b for N = 2). Evalua-
tion is always performed on real validation data. Similarly to our first series of
experiments, if the representations learned from the synthetic data by the differ-
ent layers of the model were all transferred equally well to real data, we would
expect the accuracy to gradually decrease as we replace more and more of the
layers with the ones that were pre-trained on synthetic data and fewer layers
trained on real data are used. The results of this experiment are presented in
Figure 2b where we plot the top-1 accuracy against the number of layers trans-
ferred. Supporting our previous findings, we can see that the accuracy varies
only little when pre-training layers 1 to 16 with synthetic data. Specifically, the
top-1 accuracy only decreases by 3.5 pp, as the layers 1 to 16 are replaced by the
ones pre-trained on synthetic data. In fact, the top-1 accuracy even increases up
to 1.0pp as some of the in-between pre-trained layers are added.
3 Here we refer to the increases relative to the model with only the previous pre-trained

layers added respectively.
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A larger decrease of 11.3pp in top-1 accuracy is visible as the 17th layer (the
second to last layer) is replaced by one that is pre-trained on synthetic data -
noticeable as a steep drop in Figure 2b. The decrease in accuracy is accompanied
by an increase in training loss. This suggests that the decrease in accuracy is
probably not due to the model overfitting, but rather due to the features learned
from synthetic data not transferring well to the real evaluation data.

4.3 Data-Reduction Experiments

Based on the results of our layer importance experiments, we suspect that a
model with only the last layers trained on real data (and the earlier layers were
already pre-trained on synthetic data) would require less data to achieve a similar
accuracy as a baseline model trained fully on real data. To test this hypothesis,
we pre-train the first 16 layers of our model on synthetic data, i.e., N = 16, and
then reinitialize and retrain the remaining layers on a randomly drawn, reduced
number of samples from the real ImageNet-100 dataset, effectively reducing the
amount of real data necessary for training. Assuming our intuition is correct, we
should observe that the accuracy remains within a similar range as the baseline
model accuracy, as we decrease the amount of real training data used.

The results of these experiments are presented in Figure 3. We decrease
the amount of real training data by halving it for each consecutive experiment.
Even though we reduce the real training exponentially, the top-1 accuracy only
decreases by 4.2pp after the third iteration (when using 1/8th of the entire
real training data). The fitted curve suggests that the top-1 accuracy decreases
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Fig. 3: Data Reduction Experiments The first 16 layers are trained on syn-
thetic data and frozen. The last two layers are fine-tuned with a different number
of real data samples. The fitted curves are derived from the plotted top-1 ac-
curacy on the respective scales via curve fitting, using least squares polynomial
fitting on a 1st-degree polynomial (f(x) = −2.23log(x) + 85.61).

logarithmically, as the amount of real training data is reduced. Additionally,
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we show in Figure 4 a series of reductions in real training data for a randomly
initialized model, the drop in accuracy is steeper than for the models with frozen
layers pre-trained on synthetic data, suggesting that synthetic pre-training can
be applied to mitigate the lowered accuracy caused by a lack of real data.
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Fig. 4: Training on a reduced real dataset Top-1 accuracy of reducing the
amount of real training data with (blue, same as Figure 3) and without (orange)
synthetic data transfer learning.

4.4 Other Potential Causes of the Accuracy Gap

Normalization We investigate if differences in first and second-order statistics
(dataset mean and variance) of the synthetic data that is used during training,
and the real data that is used during evaluation, cause the drop in performance.
We tested two interventions during the training of the student model. 1) We nor-
malize the input using the actual (channel) mean and standard deviation of the
respective dataset instead of the default ImageNet values during both training
and evaluation. 2) We set the batch norm layers to train mode during evaluation,
causing them to keep updating their running mean and std. dev. instead of using
the ones learned during training. We observe a slight improvement in accuracy
for these interventions on both real and synthetic data (see Table 1). However,
the gap might not to be explainable by exact normalization.

Data Augmentation As shown in FITYMI [41], the type of augmentations
can make a difference for models trained on synthetic data, more so than when
training on real data. Based on this, we suspected that the gap could be bridged
through data augmentation. We test several sophisticated augmentation pipelines,
both for models trained on real and on synthetic data. However, the accuracy
gap still remains and we could also not replicate the effect of these augmenta-
tions w.r.t. leading to a larger improvement when training on synthetic data (as
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Table 1: Normalization Experiments. Exact normalization: image normal-
ization using the actual (channel) mean / std. dev. of (R) or (S) data instead of
ImageNet values during training and evaluation. Batch norm: batch normaliza-
tion layers keep updating running batch mean and std. dev. during evaluation.
Experiment Top-1 Acc. (%) Top-5 Acc. (%) Train Loss

Real Data Only (R) 87.8 ±0.1 97.1 ±0.1 0.742 ±0.002
+ Exact Input Normalization 88.5 ±0.1 97.5 ±0.1 0.728 ±0.003
+ Batch Norm in Train Mode 88.5 ±0.1 97.3 ±0.1 0.726 ±0.003

Synth. Data Only (S) 64.8 ±0.1 87.6 ±0.1 0.696 ±0.003
+ Exact Input Normalization 65.9 ±0.1 87.6 ±0.2 0.694 ±0.004
+ Batch Norm in Train Mode 65.2 ±0.2 87.3 ±0.2 0.700 ±0.003

shown in FITYMI) compared to our baseline using no data augmentations. As
shown in Table 2, we still observe this effect when comparing the specific aug-
mentations used in FITYMI, i.e., the ones from the PyTorch example [1] and the
ones from DINO [7]. However, the effect is less pronounced in our results than
in the ones shown in FITYMI. The difference is likely due to a lower guidance
scale being used for the specific experiment in FITYMI. This suggests that the
increased improvisation of Stable Diffusion (due to the lower guidance scale) has
a positive effect on the generated data that is similar to the augmentations.

Table 2: Augmentation Experiments. The models were trained using dif-
ferent augmentation techniques, as specified in the Experiment column. To ac-
curately portray the impact of the different augmentations, the baseline was
trained using the FITYMI setup, as in our other experiments, but without the
DINO augmentations. Hence, in this table, only the runs labeled "DINO" are
equivalent to the full FITYMI setup, that we us as a baseline everywhere else.
Experiment Top-1 Acc. (%) Top-5 Acc. (%) Train Loss

Real Data Only (R) 70.1 ±0.1 88.2 ±0.2 0.007 ±0.001
+ AutoAugment 79.7 ±0.1 94.6 ±0.1 0.033 ±0.001
+ PyTorch Example [1] 86.2 ±0.1 96.5 ±0.1 0.308 ±0.003
+ AugMix [22] 86.3 ±0.1 97.2 ±0.1 0.318 ±0.002
+ PixMix [23] 86.5 ±0.1 97.2 ±0.1 0.848 ±0.007
+ DINO [7] 87.8 ±0.1 97.1 ±0.1 0.742 ±0.002

Synth. Data Only (S) 46.9 ±0.2 71.7 ±0.2 0.006 ±0.001
+ AutoAugment 56.2 ±0.2 81.4 ±0.1 0.026 ±0.100
+ PyTorch Example [1] 59.5 ±0.1 83.9 ±0.2 0.261 ±0.002
+ AugMix [22] 60.3 ±0.2 84.5 ±0.2 0.281 ±0.003
+ PixMix [23] 61.8 ±0.2 84.7 ±0.2 0.680 ±0.006
+ DINO [7] 64.8 ±0.1 87.6 ±0.1 0.696 ±0.003
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Table 3: Stylized ImageNet Experiments. The entire training dataset was
modified using the techniques from Stylized ImageNet, removing local texture
cues but retaining the global shape information.
Experiment Top-1 Acc. (%) Top-5 Acc. (%) Train Loss

Real Data Only (R) 87.8 ±0.1 97.1 ±0.1 0.742 ±0.002
+ Stylized ImageNet 75.6 ±0.2 92.2 ±0.1 2.099 ±0.005

Synth. Data Only (S) 64.8 ±0.1 87.6 ±0.1 0.696 ±0.003
+ Stylized ImageNet 50.5 ±0.1 77.0 ±0.2 2.053 ±0.006

Local Textures Images generated by Stable Diffusion, often have inconsisten-
cies in finer structures (like human hands) or local textures [37]. This leads us to
the question of whether local textures generated by Stable Diffusion are less use-
ful to the student model when generalizing to real data. This would contribute
to the accuracy gap, as it has been shown repeatedly, that convolutional neural
networks, such as our student models are biased towards local textures [17]. To
test this, we generated two new datasets by applying the techniques from Styl-
ized ImageNet [17] to our real and synthetic ImageNet-100 datasets respectively.
Stylized ImageNet uses style transfer techniques in combination with paintings
to remove local texture cues and in return only retain global shape information.
Despite this intervention, the accuracy gap remains (see Table 3). Note the
lower accuracy values w.r.t. the baseline. This is expected, as we introduce an
information loss to our data by removing features from local textures.

Prompt Optimization Based on the findings in FITYMI, we asked whether
the accuracy gap may be caused by unused potential in prompt engineering. To
simulate optimal prompts, we applied unCLIP [34] to generate synthetic images
with Stable Diffusion based on CLIP [33] embeddings of real ImageNet images
as oracle prompts instead of text embeddings as is in our other experiments, i.e.,
we generate one synthetic image for each ImageNet-100 image using the real im-
age as an input for unCLIP. As CLIP creates a shared embedding space for text
and images, this in essence simulates the perfect text description for each of the
real images. Note that, since the Stable Diffusion (SD) model used in unCLIP
is fine-tuned to also accept image embeddings, the image prompts provide more
information than just perfect text prompts, as the resulting embedding vectors
will have the perfect magnitude in addition to the perfect angle. In our evalua-
tion, we switch to a synthetic dataset generated by Stable Diffusion v2.1 for a
fair comparison as this is the version used by unCLIP. As seen in Table 4, we do
not bridge the accuracy gap with this intervention. However, compared to the
lower-performing SD v2.1 baseline, we achieve a top-1 accuracy improvement of
26.3 pp, which is larger than the original accuracy gap of 23pp between real data
and synthetic data generated by SD v1.4. Potentially, this could allow prompt
engineering to bridge the accuracy gap, but, one should be careful drawing con-
clusions from this experiment. CLIP is trained on a contrastive loss based on
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Table 4: unCLIP Experiment. We compare student models trained on various
synthetic datasets generated by Stable Diffusion. "unCLIP" indicates that the
model was trained on a dataset generated using unCLIP (based in Stable Diffu-
sion v2.1) with the real ImageNet-100 images as prompts. SD v1.4 and SD v2.1
indicate the respective Stable Diffusion versions used to generate the dataset.
Experiment Top-1 Acc. (%) Top-5 Acc. (%) Train Loss

unCLIP, (SD v2.1) 66.6 ±0.3 90.8 ±0.1 0.690 ±0.004

Synth. Data Only (SD v2.1) 40.3 ±0.3 66.3 ±0.4 0.511 ±0.002
Synth. Data Only (SD v1.4) 64.8 ±0.1 87.6 ±0.1 0.696 ±0.003

cosine similarity between text and image embeddings while unCLIP is trained
on CLIP image embeddings. Hence, prompts based on image embeddings could
induce data leakage, as they provide more information than even a perfect text
prompt would do, e.g., by having both the perfect angle and magnitude.

5 Discussion

5.1 Implications to Transfer Learning

We showed that choosing specific layers to transfer can have a positive impact on
transferring knowledge from the teacher to the student model while fine-tuning
with real data. This knowledge can be used for mitigating catastrophic forgetting
in situations where knowledge distillation is necessary to cope with data spar-
sity and to produce more compact models. Because synthetic data generation is
extremely flexible, this extra control leverage can support a more fine-grained
study of how certain image features in a particular class (e.g., vehicle type) or
domain (e.g., weather conditions) are more prone to be forgotten given the pre-
viously learned features. Such extra flexibility could enable "negative transfer"
strategies for mitigating shortcut learning [16], hence endowing the fine-tuning
pipeline and the resulting models with robustness to non-stationary data gener-
ation processes. Ultimately, combining synthetic data with layer freezing could
provide control baselines to evaluate the existing mitigation strategies against CF
in continuously trained GANs [46,27], particularly in DFKD approaches [5,14].

5.2 Threats to Validity

Next, we discuss possible threats to the validity [43] of our evidences and claims.
Construct validity threats consist of concepts misrepresenting the object of
study, for instance, assuming that accuracy represents the performance of the
classifier when the samples are imbalanced (i.e., unequal number of negative
and positive instances) or when false negatives and false positives have distinct
levels of importance (i.e., costs, risks/safety) for downstream tasks (e.g., plan-
ning). We mitigated this validity threat by working only with balanced datasets.
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Although sound, this assumption might be too strong for real-world settings,
where number of instances, relative costs/risks, and error rates are not homo-
geneous or comparable across classes [45]. Internal validity threats relate to
assumptions that can be invalidated by alternative explanations for the mea-
sured effects or lack thereof, e.g., hidden confounders or selection bias induced
by data leakage. We mitigated this by controlling certain parameters (e.g., freez-
ing vs. reinitializing layers), taking the last 5 training epochs, and evaluating the
top-1/top-5 outcomes. However, as we were unable to control all the parame-
ters, there might be vestiges of confounding, e.g., (1) how the data augmentation
might have produced selection biases (certain types of images benefiting more
from the augmentations) or (2) the competing effects of oracle prompts and
additional information the image embeddings used to simulate them may con-
tain. A promising avenue is to further probe with the simulated prompts, as
the positive effects of prompt engineering are corroborated by similar settings
like WaffleCLIP [38]. External validity threats correspond to configurations
(e.g., hyperparameters) that hinder the generalization/reproduction of similar
accuracy gains in future experiments (e.g., under different methods/domains).
We mitigated this risk by performing various sensitivity analyses, for instance,
varying the intake order of real vs. synthetic data in pre-training and the number
of frozen layers. Albeit extensive, our evaluations were not exhaustive. Further
promising work is to study if different architecture types and domains/classes can
induce the phenomenon of underspecification [11], where models with equivalent
performance on holdout sets still show distinct outcomes after being deployed.

5.3 Conclusion and Future Work

We investigated the accuracy gap between models trained on synthetic data vs.
real data. Looking into the role of data normalization, batch normalization, and
data augmentations for synthetic vs. real data, we identified improvements that
explain part of the observed accuracy gap. Our results indicate that the final
layers of the student model play a significant role in bridging this gap. When
pre-training all but the last two layers using synthetic data, we observed only
a minor drop in accuracy. Furthermore, we demonstrated that pre-training the
majority of the layers with synthetic data and fine-tuning the remaining lay-
ers with a fraction of real data resulted in improved performance compared to
models trained merely on a subset of real data. These results suggest leveraging
synthetic data to mitigate a lack of labeled real training data. Our findings point
to promising new avenues for future research. Firstly, a deeper exploration of the
specific features learned by the final layers could shed light on their contribu-
tion to the observed accuracy gaps. Additionally, investigating various ratios of
synthetic and real data during fine-tuning may reveal better trade-offs, poten-
tially incorporating active learning to select the most informative labeled data.
Lastly, an investigation into how different generative foundation models impact
student model performance would provide a comprehensive understanding of the
potential of synthetic data in transfer learning.
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