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ABSTRACT
Inpainting lesions within different normal backgrounds is

a potential method of addressing the generalization problem,
which is crucial for polyp segmentation models. However,
seamlessly introducing polyps into complex endoscopic envi-
ronments while simultaneously generating accurate pseudo-
masks remains a challenge for current inpainting methods.
To address these issues, we first leverage the pre-trained Sta-
ble Diffusion Inpaint and ControlNet, to introduce a robust
generative model capable of inpainting polyps across differ-
ent backgrounds. Secondly, we utilize the prior that syn-
thetic polyps are confined to the inpainted region, to es-
tablish an inpainted region-guided pseudo-mask refinement
network. We also propose a sample selection strategy that
prioritizes well-aligned and hard synthetic cases for further
model fine-tuning. Experiments demonstrate that our in-
painting model outperformed baseline methods both quali-
tatively and quantitatively in inpainting quality. Moreover,
our data augmentation strategy significantly enhances the per-
formance of polyp segmentation models on external datasets,
achieving or surpassing the level of fully supervised train-
ing benchmarks in that domain. Our code is available at
https://github.com/497662892/PolypInpainter.

Index Terms— Colonoscopy, Segmentation, Data Aug-
mentation, Inpainting

1. INTRODUCTION

Polyp detection and segmentation models can effectively im-
prove polyp detection rates in endoscopic examinations [1].
However, constrained by data privacy and annotation costs,
these models are predominantly trained on labeled data from
limited sources [1]. These datasets usually inadequately repre-
sent the diversity of real clinical settings, leading to a domain
gap and a potential performance drop in application [2].

Compared with the limited number of labeled positive
samples, negative images are much more abundant in clinical
practice and face fewer privacy problems. Considering the
polyp typically occupies less than 5% of an endoscopic im-
age [2], these negative images might contain rich information
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(a) External background (b) Conditional mask

(c) Generated image (d) Refined mask
Fig. 1. Example of inpainting in external background and
pseudo-mask refinement.

about the distribution of the external datasets. Thus, inpaint-
ing polyps into diverse backgrounds (Figure 1) appears to be
powerful in bridging the domain gaps.

Currently, many different content-introducing inpainting
methods have been proposed [3, 4, 5, 6], and some have been
applied in data augmentation, including copy-paste [4] and
GAN-based [5] inpainting methods, and have been proven
to increase model performance within internal datasets effec-
tively. But surprisingly, their effectiveness on model general-
ization has not been thoroughly investigated.

Considering the ability to simulate the distribution of ex-
ternal datasets is key to data augmentation, diffusion-based
inpainting models [6], known for producing more realistic
and diverse images than other inpainting methods, may ex-
cel in this area. However, their application in segmentation
data augmentation is limited by the challenge of how to obtain
high-quality pseudo-masks for synthetic images.

To address these issues, we first propose the Polyp In-
painter, a diffusion-based polyp inpainting model with fine-
grained boundary and surface features injected via Control-
Net [7] modules, which can realistically introduce polyps into
diverse backgrounds. We also leveraged the prior that syn-
thetic polyps are confined to the inpainted region and designed
an inpainted region-guided segmentation network to generate
high-quality pseudo-masks (Figure 1, d). Additionally, we
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developed a sample selection strategy that prioritizes high-
quality and challenging synthetic images for further segmen-
tation model fine-tuning. Extensive experiments demonstrate
that our method significantly improves model performance in
external datasets, achieving or surpassing the level of bench-
marks trained and validated with full supervision in that do-
main.

2. METHODOLOGY

2.1. Diffusion-based polyp inpainting model

Figure 2(a) displays the architecture of our proposed polyp in-
painting model. We employ the Stable Diffusion Inpaint v1.5
as its backbone [6], which will be frozen, after fine-tuning on
an endoscopic dataset (Figure 2(a), green). We further add
and fine-tune 2 ControlNet modules, which are initialized by
segmentation v1.1 or shuffle v1.1 [7] to inject boundary or sur-
face features, utilizing real mask M2 or cropped polyp images
IS as conditions respectively. Based on whether injecting sur-
face features, Polyp Inpainter is differentiated as V1 (Figure
2(a), red) and V2 (Figure 2(a), yellow).

To enhance the naturalness of the generated images IGen,
we move the centroid of the inpainted region M1 and boundary
condition M2 to the center of a patch from the background
IBG that closely resembles the polyp’s color. Furthermore,
we try to sample from an inversed noisy background I ′

BG [8]as
a superior alternative to the default standard Gaussian noise
(Figure 2(a), green).

2.2. Pseudo-mask refinement network

The structure of the pseudo-mask refinement network is shown
in Figure 2 (b, green block). In our generated images IGen,
polyps are exclusively present within the inpainted region M1.
Leveraging this fact, we gate the multi-scale encoder features
with either element-wise multiplication or spatial attention
with M1. Consequently, it can filter out distractions from the
complex endoscopic background, and produce high-quality
refined pseudo-mask MR.

2.3. Sample selection strategy

After obtaining the pseudo-mask MR, we further introduce
a strategy for selecting high-quality and challenging samples,
as depicted in Figure 2(b, yellow). We define a metric, the
alignment score SAlign, as the Dice(MR, M2), to measure
the alignment of the generated polyps with their boundary
conditional M2. Samples with SAlign ≥ 0.93 are classified
as well-aligned cases.

Concurrently, we define confidence score SConfident, as
the Dice(MR, M3), to measure the difficulty of generated
samples by comparing pseudo-mask MR with the segmenta-
tion model’s initial prediction M3. Those with SConfident

≤ 0.9 are categorized as hard cases. This bifurcated approach

(a) The structure of our polyp inpainting model
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Fig. 2. The framework of our proposed data augmentation
method.

allows us to selectively enrich our dataset with samples that
are both well-aligned and challenging for further fine-tuning.

3. EXPERIMENTS AND DISCUSSION

3.1. Datasets

Our study used four public datasets for polyp segmentation:
Kvasir-SEG [9] (1,000 images), ETIS-LaribPolypDB [10]
(196 images), SUN-SEG [11, 12] (49,136 images) and CVC-
EndoSceneStill [13] (912 images). The first two were ran-
domly split into 60:20:20 for training, validation, and testing.
To have a quick evaluation, we randomly sampled SUN-SEG
train/validation at 1/30 frame rate (848 and 186 images) and its
official testing set at 1/10, leading to 2 testing subsets named
SUN-SEG-Easy sub (1,742 images) and SUN-SEG-Hard sub
(1,274 images). CVC-EndoSceneStill was divided as per ex-
isting guidelines [13].

To serve as backgrounds for polyp inpainting, 761 polyp-
free images from SUN-SEG were included. Since negative
images were missing from the other datasets, we used a
diffusion inpaint model to remove small polyps from some
train/validation images, adding 64, 154, and 74 negative
images to Kvasir-SEG, CVC-EndoSceneStill, and ETIS-
LaribPolypDB, respectively.



Table 1. Training parameters for inpainting models
Model Steps LR Batch Size
SD Inpaint 2,000 1 × 10−5 4
V1 ControlNet 15,000 5 × 10−5 4
V2 ControlNet 16,000 5 × 10−5 2

3.2. Implementation details

We utilized a single RTX 4090 GPU and the PyTorch frame-
work for all experiments. Our inpainting models were ex-
clusively fine-tuned on the Kvasir-SEG train/val set with the
default AdamW, using hyperparameters listed in table 1. Dur-
ing inference, we sampled from a noisy background at an
inverse strength of 0.85 [8] and employed the UniPCMulti-
stepScheduler sampler [14] to generate the inpainting images
by 50 sampling steps.

We adapted the polyp-PVT model, a robust baseline [2],
into a pseudo-mask refinement network for our study. This
model was then trained on the Kvasir-SEG dataset, adhering
to the protocols outlined by Dong et al. [2]. The model
demonstrating the highest performance during the validation
was used to refine the pseudo-masks of synthetic images.

In our experiment, we utilized masks (w/wo cropped im-
ages) from the Kvasir-SEG train/val sets as conditions for
inpainting, integrating them with 10 distinct negative images
from each of the 4 different datasets. This process resulted in
the generation of 32,000 synthetic images. Following the im-
plementation of our sample selection strategy, 100-300 cases
with background from each dataset were selected, consisting
of our well-aligned and hard synthetic dataset.

The training of the polyp-PVT segmentation model in our
pipeline is executed in two distinct stages. Initially, we ad-
here to the established protocol [2] to train on the Kvasir-
SEG dataset. This is followed by a phase of fine-tuning on a
merged dataset, comprising both the Kvasir-SEG and the syn-
thetic data. The fine-tuning process extends up to 25 epochs,
employing a learning rate of 1 × 10−5. The best model in
validation was then selected for testing.

3.3. Evaluation of polyp inpainting quality

Figure 3 presents a qualitative comparison among different
inpainting methods, demonstrating the diffusion-based meth-
ods’ superiority in generating realistic polyps (col 3, 4, 5).
Nevertheless, our Polyp Inpainter V1 and V2, exhibit more
natural results, with better boundary harmony, mask align-
ment, and higher reference similarity than the baseline Stable
Diffusion Inpaint model. Further examination of V1 and V2
shows both versions achieve comparable levels of naturalness,
but V2 is more adept at capturing surface features and main-
taining similarity to the reference images (col 3, 4).

For quantitative evaluation, two medical experts were in-
vited to evaluate the naturalness and similarity of 120 sets of
synthesized images independently. Each set consisted of 5 im-

Table 2. Quantitative evaluation on inpainting image quality.
Avg Naturalness

Ranking ↓
Avg Similarity

Ranking ↓
Alignment

Score ↑
Copy Paste 4.988 - -
Poisson Blending 3.329 - -
SD Inpaint 2.204 2.354 0.754
Ours V1 1.775 1.558 0.847
Ours V2 1.562 1.479 0.864

ages generated with the same background and inpainted region
using different methods: copy-paste, Poisson image blending
[3], Stable Diffusion Inpaint, and Polyp Inpainter V1 and V2.
As indicated in Table 2, our models significantly outperform
the others, with V2 obtaining the best average rankings in both
naturalness (1.562) and similarity (1.479).

Additionally, average alignment scores calculated from
32,000 generated images further confirm our models’ superior
capability of boundary control, with V1 scoring 0.847 and V2
scoring 0.864, which are much higher than the baseline Stable
Diffusion Inpaint model (0.754).

BG Ref Ours V2 Ours V1 SD Poisson

Fig. 3. Qualitative results of polyp inpainting methods. BG:
background, Ref: reference, SD: Stable Diffusion Inpaint,
Poisson: Poisson image blending.

3.4. Generalization in polyp segmentation

Table 3 displays the polyp-PVT’s performance across diverse
datasets and augmentation strategies. The models trained
on the Kvasir-SEG show a performance reduction on exter-
nal datasets (row 1) when compared with the performance of
benchmarks training and validating in that domain (see row 4).
This drop is pronounced in the ETIS-LaribPolypDB (mDice:
0.729 v.s. 0.774), SUN-SEG-Easy sub (mDice: 0.806 v.s.
0.827), and SUN-SEG-Hard sub (mDice: 0.789 v.s. 0.817)
datasets, highlighting a substantial generalization problem for
models trained solely on Kvasir-SEG.

Implementing our data augmentation method results in
significant performance enhancements on both the Kvasir-



Table 3. The performance of polyp-PVT across different datasets and augmentation methods

Train
Dataset Aug EndoSceneStill LaribPolypDB Kvasir-SEG SUN-SEG Easy

Sub
SUN-SEG Hard

Sub Overall

mDice mIoU mDice mIoU mDice mIoU mDice mIoU mDice mIoU mDice mIoU

Kvasir-SEG / 0.861
(0.006)

0.794
(0.005)

0.729
(0.042)

0.636
(0.043)

0.908
(0.007)

0.854
(0.010)

0.806
(0.007)

0.737
(0.008)

0.789
(0.010)

0.715
(0.011) 0.819 0.747

Kvasir-SEG Copy Paste 0.861
(0.007)

0.791
(0.006)

0.690
(0.040)

0.608
(0.041)

0.915
(0.003)

0.863
(0.002)

0.753
(0.014)

0.685
(0.013)

0.733
(0.012)

0.661
(0.009) 0.790 0.722

Kvasir-SEG SD Inpaint 0.870
(0.003)

0.803
(0.004)

0.759
(0.027)

0.676
(0.033)

0.911
(0.003)

0.858
(0.003)

0.826
(0.014)

0.757
(0.015)

0.797
(0.017)

0.721
(0.018) 0.833 0.763

In Domain / 0.864
(0.011)

0.796
(0.015)

0.774
(0.047)

0.686
(0.048)

0.908
(0.007)

0.854
(0.010)

0.827
(0.008)

0.756
(0.008)

0.817
(0.010)

0.740
(0.009) 0.838 0.766

Kvasir-SEG Ours V1 0.870
(0.006)

0.805
(0.006)

0.783
(0.040)

0.697
(0.042)

0.914
(0.001)

0.863
(0.002)

0.838
(0.005)

0.771
(0.006)

0.809
(0.005)

0.736
(0.005) 0.843 0.774

Kvasir-SEG Ours V2 0.875
(0.006)

0.810
(0.006)

0.810
(0.036)

0.727
(0.035)

0.914
(0.004)

0.862
(0.005)

0.828
(0.009)

0.761
(0.010)

0.803
(0.008)

0.730
(0.008) 0.846 0.778

The numbers in parentheses represent the standard deviation of 5 experiments.

SEG and external datasets. As indicated in row 5 of Table 3,
augmentation with Polyp Inpainter V1 improved the mDice
by 0.6% on Kvasir-SEG (0.914 v.s. 0.908) and exhibited
increments of 0.9%, 5.4%, 3.2%, and 2.0% on the CVC-
EndoSceneStill, ETIS-LaribPolypDB, SUN-SEG-Easy sub,
and SUN-SEG-Hard sub, respectively. Similarly, as shown
in row 6, augmentation with Polyp Inpainter V2 increased
the mDice by 0.6% on Kvasir-SEG (0.914 v.s. 0.908) and
led to improvements of 1.4%, 8.1%, 2.2%, and 1.4% on the
corresponding external test sets. Both versions surpassed the
in-domain training and validating models across all datasets,
except for the SUN-SEG-Hard sub, where the results were rel-
atively close. Furthermore, our augmentation method outper-
formed in-domain benchmarks and other augmentation tech-
niques in the average performance of all datasets, with en-
hancements in overall average mDice of +0.5% and +0.8%,
and mIoU of +0.8% and +1.2% for V1 and V2, respectively
(last 2 cols). These findings affirm that our method can consid-
erably boost generalization capabilities, by only using easily
accessible background data from external datasets.

An additional noteworthy finding is that while the copy-
paste approach may boost segmentation within the Kvasir-
SEG test set, it significantly hampers generalization on exter-
nal datasets (refer to row 2 of Table 3). The mDice scores for
ETIS-LaribPolypDB, SUN-SEG-Easy sub, and SUN-SEG-
Hard sub dropped by 3.9%, 5.3%, and 5.6%, respectively.
We conjecture that this reduction stems from the copy-paste
method’s failure to simulate lesions in the target domain’s dis-
tribution, causing overfitting on the Kvasir-SEG dataset. This
result implies that the quality of synthetic images makes sense
in enhancing model generalization.

3.5. Ablation study

We conducted an ablation study to assess the individual con-
tributions of each component in our data augmentation frame-
work. All images are generated by Polyp Inpainter V2, with
an augmentation cap of 200 images per dataset for fair com-
parisons. Table 4 (line 2) shows that utilizing the conditional

Table 4. The ablation study on pseudo-mask refinement and
sample selection strategy
Aug Refine Aligned Hard Overall mDice Overall mIoU
- - - - 0.819 0.747
+ - - - 0.831 (+1.2%) 0.756 (+0.9%)
+ + - - 0.837 (+0.6%) 0.768 (+1.2%)
+ + + - 0.843 (+0.6%) 0.775 (+0.7%)
+ + + + 0.846 (+0.3%) 0.778 (+0.3%)

mask M2 as a pseudo-mask directly improves model perfor-
mance by +1.2% in overall mDice and +0.9% in overall mIoU,
demonstrating the high quality of our inpainted images. Intro-
ducing pseudo-mask refinement (line 3) further enhances the
segmentation model’s performance by an additional +0.6% in
mDice and +1.2% in mIoU, underscoring the refined pseudo-
mask MR’s advantage over M2 for segmentation tasks (see
Figure 1, b and d). Eliminating poorly aligned cases yields
another increase of +0.6% in mDice and +0.7% in mIoU (line
4). By further selecting well-aligned yet challenging cases, we
constructed our complete data augmentation framework (line
5), which achieved optimal performance, with an incremental
rise of +0.3% in both mDice and mIoU.

4. CONCLUSION

Our study proposed an inpainting-based data augmentation
strategy aimed at improving the generalization of polyp seg-
mentation models, by introducing polyps into the normal back-
ground from different datasets. Qualitative and quantitative
evaluations demonstrated our method can realistically inpaint
polyps across various backgrounds. Extensive testing con-
firms that our approach consistently enhances model perfor-
mance on external datasets, achieving or surpassing fully su-
pervised training benchmarks in that domain. Considering the
easy accessibility of negative endoscopy images, our method
can potentially address the generalization challenges faced by
polyp segmentation in real clinical settings.
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