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Abstract

Weakly-supervised semantic segmentation aims to re-
duce labeling costs by training semantic segmentation mod-
els using weak supervision, such as image-level class la-
bels. However, most approaches struggle to produce ac-
curate localization maps and suffer from false predictions
in class-related backgrounds (i.e., biased objects), such as
detecting a railroad with the train class. Recent methods
that remove biased objects require additional supervision
for manually identifying biased objects for each problem-
atic class and collecting their datasets by reviewing predic-
tions, limiting their applicability to the real-world dataset
with multiple labels and complex relationships for bias-
ing. Following the first observation that biased features
can be separated and eliminated by matching biased ob-
Jjects with backgrounds in the same dataset, we propose a
fully-automatic/model-agnostic biased removal framework
called MARS (Model-Agnostic biased object Removal with-
out additional Supervision), which utilizes semantically
consistent features of an unsupervised technique to elimi-
nate biased objects in pseudo labels. Surprisingly, we show
that MARS achieves new state-of-the-art results on two pop-
ular benchmarks, PASCAL VOC 2012 (val: 77.7%, test:
77.2%) and MS COCO 2014 (val: 49.4%), by consistently
improving the performance of various WSSS models by at
least 30% without additional supervision. Code is avail-
able at https://github.com/shjo—april/MARS.

1. Introduction

Fully-supervised semantic segmentation (FSSS) [7, &],
which aims to classify each pixel of an image, requires time-
consuming tasks and significant domain expertise in some
applications [62] to prepare pixel-wise annotations. By con-
trast, weakly-supervised semantic segmentation (WSSS)
with image-level supervision, which is the most economi-
cal among weak supervision, such as bounding boxes [12],
scribbles [39], and points [4], reduces the labeling cost by
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Figure 1. (a) Comparison with existing WSSS studies [57, 24] and
FSSS. (b) Per-class FP analysis. (c) Examples of biased objects in
boat and train classes. (d) Quantitative analysis of biased objects
on the PASCAL VOC 2012 dataset. Red dotted circles illustrate
the false activation of biased objects such as railroad and sea.

more than 20x [4]. The multi-stage learning framework
is the dominant approach for training WSSS models with
image-level labels. Since this framework heavily relies on
the quality of initial class activation maps (CAMs), numer-
ous researchers [2, 57, 32, 10, 59, 24] moderate the well-
known drawback of CAMs, highlighting the most discrimi-
native part of an object to reduce the false negative (FN).
However, the false positive (FP) is the most crucial bot-
tleneck to narrow the performance gap between WSSS and
FSSS in Fig. 1(a). According to per-class FP analysis in
Fig. 1(b), predicting target classes (e.g., boat) with class-
related objects (e.g., sea) are factored into increasing FP
in Fig. 1(c), besides incorrect annotations in the bicycle
class. Moreover, 35% of classes in the PASCAL VOC 2012
dataset have biased objects in Fig. 1(d). These results show
that the performance degradation of previous approaches
depends on the presence or absence of problematic classes
in the dataset. We call this issue a biased problem. We also
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Table 1. Comparison with public datasets for WSSS. Since
Open Images [28] does not provide pixel-wise annotations for all
classes, existing methods employ PASCAL VOC 2012 [14] and
MS COCO 2014 [40] for fair comparison and evaluation.

Dataset \ Training images  Classes ~ GT
PASCAL VOC 2012 [14] 10,582 20 v
MS COCO 2014 [40] 80,783 80 v
Open Images [28] 9,011,219 19,794 X
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Figure 2. Illustration of applying USS into WSSS. (a) and (b):
The simple clustering without the USS or WSSS method cannot
separate biased and target objects. (¢): The USS-based clustering
separates biased and target objects on a limited area of the WSSS
output.

(@) USS

add examples of all classes in the Appendix.

Although two studies [59, 33] alleviate the biased prob-
lem, their requirements hinder WSSS applications in the
real world having complex relationships between classes.
For example, to apply them to train the Open Images dataset
[28], which includes most real-world categories (19,794
classes) in Table 1, they need to not only analyze pairs of
the WSSS prediction and image to find biased objects in
6,927 classes (35% of 19,794 classes) as referred to Fig.
1(d) but also confirm the correlation of biased objects and
non-problematic classes to prevent decreasing performance
of non-problematic classes, impeding the practical WSSS
usage. Therefore, without reporting performance on MS
COCO 2014 dataset, current debiasing methods [59, 33]
have only shared results on the PASCAL VOC 2012 dataset.

To address the biased problem without additional dataset
and supervision, we propose a novel fully-automatic bi-
ased removal called MARS (Model-Agnostic biased object
Removal without additional Supervision), which first uti-
lizes unsupervised semantic segmentation (USS) in WSSS.
In particular, our method follows a model-agnostic manner
by newly connecting existing WSSS and USS methods for
biased removal, which have been only independently stud-
ied [24, 16]. Specifically, our method is based on two key
observations related to the integration with USS and WSSS:

* (The first USS application to separate biased and target
objects in WSSS) The USS-based clustering on pre-
dicted foreground pixels by the WSSS method suc-
cessfully disentangles target (pink) and biased (or-
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Figure 3. Correspondence between biased objects and back-
grounds. We measure the distance between each separated object
(crosses in the left image) and the background regions of other im-
ages (middle and right) within the same dataset. As a result, the
long and short distances reflect target and biased objects, respec-
tively. Therefore, the distance of USS features can be used as a
criterion to remove biased objects after clustering features.

ange) objects, as shown in Fig. 2(c). In contrast, each
feature clustering of the WSSS or USS method fails to
separate them as illustrated in Figs. 2(a) and (b).

e (The first USS-based distance metric to single out the
biased object) As shown in Fig. 3, the shorter dis-
tance reflects the biased object among distances be-
tween two separated regions (pink and orange) and
background regions of other images distinguished by
the USS method (blue) because the minimum dis-
tance between the target and all background sample
sets is greater than the minimum distance between the
bias and all background sample sets. Accordingly, we
show the biased object can exist in the background set,
which is a set of classes excluding foreground classes.

Therefore, MARS produces debiased labels using the
USS-based distance metric after separating biased and tar-
get objects in all training images. To prevent increasing FN
of non-problematic classes, MARS then complements debi-
ased labels with online predictions in the training time. Our
main contributions are summarized as follows.

» We first introduce two observations of applying USS in
WSSS to find biased objects automatically: the USS-
based feature clustering for separating biased and tar-
get objects and a new distance metric to select the bi-
ased object among two isolated objects.

e We propose a novel fully-automatic/model-agnostic
method, MARS, which leverages semantically consis-
tent features learned through USS to eliminate biased
objects without additional supervision and dataset.

e Unlike current debiasing methods [59, 33] that vali-
dated only in the PASCAL VOC 2012 dataset with
fewer labels, we have also verified the validity of
MARS in the more practical case with larger and com-
plex labels such as MS COCO 2014; MARS achieves
new state-of-the-art results on two benchmarks (VOC:
77.7%, COCO: 49.4%) and consistently improves rep-
resentative WSSS methods [1, 57, 32, 24] by at least
3.4%, newly validating USS grafting on WSSS.
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Figure 4. Conceptual comparison of three WSSS requirements. (a): Using the CLIP’s knowledge trained on image-text pairs dataset
alleviates the biased problem by finding problematic classes and identifying biased objects. (b): Human annotators manually collect

problematic images from the Open Images dataset [

] to train biased objects directly. (¢): The proposed MARS first applies an existing

USS approach to remove biased objects without additional supervision, achieving the fully-automatic biased removal.

Table 2. Comparison with our method and its related works. With
the CLIP model trained on a 400M image-and-text dataset, CLIMS
[59] removes biased objects after finding problematic classes and
identifying biased objects for each class (i.e., a railroad for the
train class). W-OoD [33] requires human annotators manually col-
lect problematic images (i.e., only including railroad in an image).
Unlike previous approaches, our method removes biased objects
without additional datasets and human supervision.

Properties CLIMS [59] W-OoD [33] Ours
For removing biased objects

Use model-agnostic manner
Need to require additional dataset
Need to find problematic classes
Need to identify biased objects

Need to collect problematic images
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2. Related Work
2.1. Weakly-Supervised Semantic Segmentation

Most WSSS approaches [63, 32, 38, 29, 52, 30, 47,

, 34] aim to enlarge insufficient foregrounds of initial
CAMs. Some studies apply the feature correlation, such as
SEAM [57], CPN [64], PPC [64], SIPE [9], and RS+EPM
[24], or patch-based dropout principles, such as FickleNet
[31], Puzzle-CAM [23], and L2G [22]. Other methods ex-
ploit cross-image information, such as MCIS [53], EDAM
[58], RCA [65], and C?AM [60], or global information,
such as MCTformer [61] and AFA [50]. SANCE [36]
and ADELE [42] propose advanced pipelines to only re-
move minor noise in pseudo labels. In addition, some stud-
ies [35, 25, 13] employ saliency supervision to remove FP
in pseudo labels. However, saliency supervision requires
class-agnostic pixel-wise annotations and ignores small and
low-prominent objects. All studies mentioned above are in-
dependent of our method. We demonstrate consistent im-
provements of some WSSS approaches [1, 57, 32, 24] in
Table 5.

Similar to our approach, several studies [33, 59] have
focused on removing biased objects in pseudo labels. Ta-
ble 2 compares the essential properties of our method with
those of related studies. We also illustrate the conceptual

difference with existing WSSS methods [59, 33] and the
proposed MARS in Fig. 4. CLIMS [59] utilizes the Con-
trastive Language-Image Pre-training (CLIP) model [48],
which is trained on a large-scale dataset of 400 million
image-text pairs (i.e., using text supervision), and needs to
identify biased objects (e.g., railroad and sea) in all prob-
lematic classes (e.g., train and boat classes), as shown in
Fig. 1(d). W-OoD [33] needs human annotators to col-
lect additional images, which only include biased objects
(e.g., railroad and sea), from the Open Images dataset [28]
to train the classification network directly with problem-
atic images. Our method first removes biased objects by
leveraging the semantic consistency of the trained USS
method from scratch without additional human supervision
and dataset.

2.2. Unsupervised Semantic Segmentation

USS focuses on training semantically meaningful fea-
tures within image collection without any form of annota-
tions. Therefore, all USS methods [5, 21, 43, 11, 55, 56,

, 16] are used as the pre-training strategy because they
cannot produce class-aware predictions only by grouping
features. IIC [21], AC [43], and PiCIE [ 1] maximize the
mutual information between different views. Leopart [66],
and STEGO [16] utilize the self-supervised vision trans-
former to learn spatially structured image representations,
resulting in accurate object masks without additional super-
vision. Notably, STEGO [16] enriches correlations between
unsupervised features with training a simple feed-forward
network, leading to efficient training without re-training or
fine-tuning weights initialized by DINO [6]. Our method
is agnostic to the underlying USS methods, utilizing pixel-
wise semantic features only. Hence, all USS methods are
independent of our approach. We show consistent improve-
ments in recent USS methods [06, 16], verifying the flexi-
bility of our method and the potential for integrating future
advances in USS into our method.
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Figure 5. Overview of MARS. The USS and WSSS methods, which are trained from scratch, produce pixel-wise embedding vectors
F; and the pseudo label Y}, including biased objects, respectively. Based on our observations, K-means clustering generates image-wise
centroids (i.e., biased and target objects) from decomposed vectors per class. Then, the debiased centroid V¢ per class is derived as the
average of the top a% centroids from {vf}f\r:cl'Kf 9, the most apart from background centroids of all training images in (2). To generate
the debiased label Y;%°, we calculate the similarity map using debiased centroids and embedding vectors of the USS method in (4). The
segmentation network then trains the debiased labels Y;%® with the proposed weighted cross-entropy loss function (WCE) in (7). Thus, our

MARS provides the final debiased label as Y;°°.
3. Method

The proposed MARS consists of four sections/stages: (a)
training WSSS and USS methods for the model-agnostic
manner, (b) selecting debiased centroids, (c) generating de-
biased labels, and (d) complementing debiased labels dur-
ing the learning process. The overall framework of MARS
is illustrated in Fig. 5.

3.1. Training Setup

This section describes the training setup for existing
WSSS and USS models. Unlike [59, 33], our model-
agnostic approach does not require additional datasets for
training these models. For a fair comparison, we train all
WSSS and USS models from scratch on the PASCAL VOC
2012 or MS COCO 2014 datasets, following the standard
setup of WSSS methods [1, 57, 32, 24]. Each training im-
age I; € R3>*HxW in the dataset is associated with a set
of image-level class labels L; € {0,1}¢, where C is the
number of categories/classes. In detail, the classification
network generates initial CAMs after training images and

image-level class labels. Then, the conventional propagat-
ing method [ 1] refines initial CAMs to produce pseudo la-
bels. Finally, USS methods [66, 16] are trained only on the
images, following each pretext task. For the following sec-
tions, our method utilizes pseudo masks and semantic fea-
tures produced from the frozen weights of the WSSS and
USS methods, respectively.

3.2. Selecting Debiased Centroids

This section describes how our approach separates bi-
ased and target objects using trained WSSS and USS meth-
ods. For a mini-batch image I;, the trained USS method
generates pixel-wise embedding vectors F; € RP*XHXW
not including class-specific information. Meanwhile, the
trained WSSS method produces pseudo labels Y €
{0,1,..., CY>W lincluding both biased and target objects.
We group pixel-wise embedding vectors F; under Y;’s pre-
diction region {(y, z)|Y’(y,x) = c} for each class c, and
apply K-means clustering to generate image-wise centroids
Vigtj € RP per class ¢ for j € {1,2,..., K}. Here, the
number K of clusters for foreground (¢ > 0) and back-



ground (¢ = 0) classes are K, and Ky, respectively. We
set Ky, to 2 to separate biased and target objects, and Kj,
can be varied. Although our aforementioned simple clus-
tering isolates biased and target objects, it cannot identify
which one is the target or biased object among both candi-
date objects. To single out the biased object, we propose a
new following distance metric between each candidate ob-
ject and background centroids in all training images in (1):

Nbo

- (6] 1 [
distf, = Nbe ZD(U,;,U?) (1)
=0

where 0 and c denote the index of the background and fore-
ground classes, respectively, ¢ denotes the index of the fore-
ground centroid, and [V by .— N . K, bg denotes the number
of background centroids from all N training images. S(-)
and D(-) mean the cosine similarity (i.e., v - v'/||v]| |||
and distance (i.e., (1 — S(v,v"))/2), respectively. For in-
stance, long and short distances mean target and biased cen-
troids, respectively, since each distance reflects the degree
of whether to include the biased object as shown in Fig. 3.
We sort all foreground centroids per class in descending or-
der by the distance using background centroids. Thus, for
each class c, we aggregate the average of top a% centroids
most apart from background centroids to get a single vector
representing the final debiased/target centroid V¢ € RP as
follows:

1
vc I Z /U(‘:’ (2)
o i T

disty, > disty, > ... > distiNfg 3)

where NJ9 := N, - Ky, denotes the number of centroids
from N, images having class ¢, o € [0,1] is the ratio of
selecting target centroids, and {k;}, (1.n/9y s the ordered
index set satisfying (3) (e.g., v, is the centroid having the
largest distance from all background centroids). In other
words, when we identify the biased or target/debiased ob-
ject in the given image I;, we improve its identification per-
formance by using information from other training images
together; its analysis is detailed in Sec. 4.3.

3.3. Generating Debiased Labels

We present our approach for finding and removing bi-
ased pixels in pseudo labels Y;?. We first compute the sim-
ilarity map between each debiased centroid V¢ and embed-
ding vectors F; for per-pixel biased removal. However,
we observe that the trained USS method cannot separate
some classes if two categories (e.g., horse and sheep) have
the same super-category (e.g., animals). This issue is also
present in current USS methods [11, 66, 16] and is caused
by the inability to distinguish between objects within the

same super-category. To address this shortcoming, we intro-
duce a debiasing process that generates the debiased mask
M using the pixel-wise maximum function as follows:

M®(y,z) = ReLU( max S(Fil:,y, x], Vc)) €))
ceCr,

where (x,y) indicates x,y-th pixel position, F;(:,y,z) €
RP is the pixel-wise embedding vector, V¢ € R” denotes
the debiased/target centroid for each class ¢, Cy, is corre-
sponding class indices of each image I;, and the ReLLU ac-
tivation removes negative values in M € [—1,1]7>W,
After applying a typical post-processing refinement (e.g.,
CRF [27]) to Midb, we generate the binary debiased mask
M2 e {0,1}#*W which produces the debiased label
Y& = {-1,0,1,...,c}>*W using the binary debiased
mask M and the WSSS label Y;* as follows:

YV (y,z) = {

-1, if Y2 (y,x) > 0and M®(y,z) = 0,

YP(y,x), otherwise

(5)
where —1 indicates the new biased class for the next section
3.4. The pixel value in the debiased label Y;% is only re-
placed with the biased class (—1) if our debiased mask M
and the WSSS mask Y provide the label 0 and the fore-
ground class (> 0), respectively. Namely, we remove bi-
ased predictions of WSSS by computing the per-pixel sim-
ilarity of debiased centroids within the embedding space.

3.4. Complementing Debiased Labels

This last section proposes a new training strategy to com-
plement biased pixels in debiased labels. As shown in
Fig. 7, although biased objects in our debiased labels are
successfully removed for problematic classes (i.e., classes
including biased objects, e.g., train and boat classes (the
first and second images)), we observe non-biased objects
(e.g., people’s clothes, eyes of animals, wheels of vehi-
cles) are also eliminated, increasing FN of non-problematic
classes, e.g., the dog class (the third image). To comple-
ment non-biased objects, we utilize online predictions P
from a teacher network during its learning process with cer-
tain masks.

We illustrate the complementing process as shown in
Fig. 6. Here, 0 denotes weights of the student network,
and we update a teacher network 6 using an exponential
moving average (EMA). The student and teacher networks
predict segmentation outputs P;, P, € [0, 1] *H*W after
applying the softmax function. We then employ the re-
finement R (e.g., CRF [27]) and argmax operator to pro-
duce the teacher’s label V¢ = {0, 1, ...,c}7*W . Finally,
we generate complemented labels Y;*° € {0, 1, ..., ¢}V
by filling biased classes (—1) in debiased labels Y% &
{~1,0,1,...,c} W with the teacher’s prediction Y;¢.

However, when updating the teacher network in early
epochs, the complemented label Y,°° includes incorrect pre-
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Figure 6. [Illustration of the proposed complementing process.
With the refinement, the teacher network produces the teacher’s
label Y;*®. To prevent increasing FN of non-problematic classes,
biased pixels in debiased labels Y;%° are complemented with the
teacher’s prediction. To avoid training uncertain labels, the stu-
dent network is updated using the proposed WCE in (7) with com-
plemented labels Y;°° and certain masks W;, resulting in the final
predictions similar to ground truths.

dictions in smooth probabilities (i.e., uncertain predictions),
covering biased objects in the complementing process. To
address this issue in uncertain pixels, we propose a con-
cept of a certain mask W; € [0, 1]%*W which is the ma-
trix of pixel-wise maximum probabilities for all foreground
classes, and its ablation analysis is detailed in Sec. 4.3:

maxpi(c,y, $), if Y;db(yax) = 71’
_ ) cecCy,

Wi(y7 iU) - ’

1, otherwise

where Cy, := {k|L;(k) = 1} is an index set of truth
classes for each image I; and —1 denotes the comple-
mented/biased class. To train the segmentation network
with complemented labels Y,;°° and certain masks W;, we
propose the weighted cross entropy (WCE) loss that multi-
plies the certain mask W, with the per-pixel cross-entropy
loss to reflect the uncertainty ratio:

Lwce(P:, Y, Wi;0) (7
==Y > Wiyz) OY|(c,y,x)log P/ (c,y,x)

ceC y,xeW

(6)

where O[] means one-hot encoding for the per-pixel cross-
entropy loss function. As a result, the proposed MARS
successfully removes biased objects without performance
degradation of non-problematic classes by complementing
biased pixels in debiased labels with the teacher’s predic-
tions in its learning process (the bottom results in Fig. 7).

In summary, Fig. 7 illustrates the effect of the proposed
components on the WSSS performance, following exam-
ples in Fig. 1(c) (see examples of other classes in Ap-
pendix): After training WSSS and USS methods in Sec. 3.1,
the first component (Sec. 3.2) extracts debiased centroids
{Ve}< | based on the distance of all background centroids
to each foreground centroid. The second component (Sec.
3.3) generates debiased labels ;% using debiased centroids
and previous WSSS labels. The last component (Sec. 3.4)
trains the segmentation network by complementing biased
pixels to provide the final debiased label as Y;°°. We provide
a detailed analysis of our method in Sec. 4.3.

Figure 7. Effect of the proposed components. For problem classes
including the biased objects, e.g., boat and train classes, second
and third components (Secs. 3.2 and 3.3) effectively remove bi-
ased objects in debiased labels Y;%° and then the fourth component
(Sec. 3.4) preserves removed objects (the first and second sam-
ples). For non-problematic classes not containing biased objects,
e.g., the dog class, the fourth component accurately restores non-
biased objects (the third sample). In addition, the red line denotes
applying debiased centroids to produce debiased labels.

4. Experiments
4.1. Experimental Setup

Datasets. We conduct all experiments on the PASCAL
VOC 2012 [14] and MS COCO 2014 [40] datasets, both
of which contain image-level class labels, bounding boxes,
and pixel-wise annotations. Despite the difficulty of MS
COCO 2014 dataset [40], e.g., small-scale objects and im-
balance class labels, our method significantly improves all
benchmarks. PASCAL VOC 2012 [14] and MS COCO
2014 [40] datasets have 21 and 81 classes, respectively.

Implementation details. To ensure a fair compari-
son with existing methods, we train two USS methods
[42, 33] from scratch on each dataset. To demonstrate the
scalability of our method, we utilize four WSSS methods
[1, 57, 32, 24] on PASCAL VOC 2012 dataset [14]. All
WSSS and USS methods’ hyperparameters and architec-
tures are the same as those in their respective papers. Thus,
our method has the same runtime as other methods in eval-
uation. We only use two hyperparameters to select debiased
centroids: Kj, is set to 2, and « is set to 0.40. In addi-
tion, we use multi-scale inference and CRF [27] with con-
ventional settings to evaluate the segmentation network’s
performance. We conduct all experiments on a single RTX
A6000 GPU and implement all WSSS/USS methods in Py-
Torch.

Evaluation metrics. We evaluate our method using
mloU, following the typical evaluation metric of existing
WSSS studies [2, 1, 57, 32, 24]. We also follow FP and FN
metrics proposed by the gold standard [57]. We obtain all
results for the PASCAL VOC 2012 val and test sets from
the official PASCAL VOC online evaluation server.



Table 3. Performance comparison of WSSS methods regarding
mloU (%) on PASCAL VOC 2012 and COCO 2014. * and 1 indi-
cate the backbone of VGG-16 and ResNet-50, respectively. Sup.,
supervision; Z, image-level class labels; S, saliency supervision;
D, using the external dataset; F, pixel-wise annotations (i.e, fully-
supervised semantic segmentation).

Method Backbone Sup. voc €oco
val test val
DSRG cvrr'18 [20] R101 I+S 61.4 63.2 26.0%*
FickleNet cver'19 [31] R101 I+S 649 653 -
MCIS Eccv2o [53] R101 I+S 662 669 -
CLIMS cvpr22 [59] R50 Z+D 693  68.7 -
W-0oD cvpr22 [33] R101 I+D 69.8 69.9 -
EDAM cvpr21 [58] R101 I+S 70.9  70.6 -
EPS cvrr21 [35] R101 I+S 709 708 35.7*
DRS aaar2i [25] R101 I+S 712 714 -
L2G cver22 [22] R101 Z+S 72.1 71.7 442
RCA cvpr22 [65] R101 Z+S 722 728 36.8*
PPC cver22 [13] R101 I+S 72.6 73.6 -
PSA cvrr18 [2] WR38 v 61.7 63.7 -
IRNet cvpr'19 [1] R50 T 63.5 64.8 -
SSSS cver20 [3] WR38 T 627 643 -
RRM aaar20 [63] R101 z 66.3 655 -
SEAM cvpr20 [57] WR38 T 64.5 65.7 31.9
CDA 1ccv2t [52] WR38 s 66.1 66.8 332
AdvCAM cvrr21 [32] R101 T 68.1 68.0 -
CSE 1ccv21 [29] WR38 z 684  68.2 36.4
ReCAM cvpr22 [10] R101 T 68.5 68.4 -
CPN 1ccvai [64] WR38 T 67.8 68.5 -
RIB NeurPs'21 [30] R101 T 68.3 68.6 43.8
ADELE cvrr22 [42] WR38 T 69.3 688 -
PMM 1ccv2i [38] WR38 z 68.5  69.0 36.7
AMR aAAr22 [47] R101 z 68.8  69.1 -
URN aaar22 [37] R101 T 69.5 69.7 40.7
SIPE cvpr22 [9] R101 T 68.8  69.7 40.6
AMN cvpr22 [34] R101 T 69.5  69.6 44.7
MCTformer cver22 [61] ‘WR38 T 71.9 71.6 42.0
SANCE cvpr'22 [36] R101 T 709 722 44.71
RS+EPM Arxiv22 [24] R101 T 744 736 46.4
MARS (Ours) R101 z 717 772 494
FSSS R101 F 80.6  81.0 61.8

4.2. Comparison with state-of-the-art approaches

We compare our method with other WSSS methods
in Table 3. Recent state-of-the-art methods exploit addi-
tional supervision to reduce the number of FP in pseudo la-
bels, such as saliency supervision [19, 41, 44], the external
dataset to collect biased images [33], and text supervision
from an image-to-text dataset (e.g., CLIP [48]). By con-
trast, without additional supervision and dataset, we miti-
gate the biased problem by leveraging the inherent advan-
tage of USS, outperforming previous state-of-the-art meth-
ods by at least 3.3%. We also refer to Appendix for the qual-
itative comparison with existing WSSS methods and ours.

4.3. Analysis

Flexibility. We demonstrate the flexibility of our method
by comparing it to various WSSS and USS methods. As
shown in Table 4, our method consistently outperforms ex-
isting WSSS methods regardless of applying Leopart [66]
or STEGO [16] for our method. In Table 5, we compare
our method to two flexible WSSS methods [42, 33] based
on four WSSS methods [1, 57, 32, 24]. For the WSSS ex-
periment, we utilize STEGO [16] because this USS method

Table 4. Comparison with two USS methods [66, 16] in terms of

mloU (%) on PASCAL VOC 2012 dataset.

Method uss Backbone [ mloU (val) mloU (test)
IRNet [1] X R50 63.5 64.8
+ Ours Leopart [66] R50 68.1 68.8
+ Ours STEGO [16] R50 69.8 70.9
RS+EPM [24] X RI01 744 73.6
+ Ours Leopart [60] R101 754 75.8
+ Ours STEGO [16] R101 71.7 77.2
Table 5. Comparison with four WSSS methods [ 1, 57, 32, 24] in

terms of mloU (%) on PASCAL VOC 2012 dataset. FSSS means
training the dataset with pixel-wise annotations. (-) means the per-
centage improvement in the gap between WSSS and FSSS.

Method Backbone Segmentation [ mloU (val) mloU (test)
IRNet [1] R50 DeepLabv2 63.5 64.8
+ Ours R50 DeepLabv2 69.8 (49%) 70.9 (52%)
FSSS R50 DeepLabv2 76.3 76.5
SEAM [57] WR38 DeepLabvl 64.5 65.7
+ ADELE [42] WR38 DeepLabv]1 69.3 (35%)  68.8 (25%)
+ Ours WR38 DeepLabvl 70.8 (46 %) 71.4 (46%)
FSSS WR38 DeepLabv1 78.1 78.2
AdvCAM [32] R101 DeepLabv2 68.1 68.0
+ W-OoD [33] R101 DeepLabv2 69.8 (17%) 69.9 (18%)
+ Ours R101 DeepLabv2 70.3 (22%) 71.2 (30%)
FSSS R101 DeepLabv2 78.0 78.6
RS+EPM [24] R101 DeepLabv3+ 74.4 73.6
+ Ours R101 DeepLabv3+ 71.7 (53%) 77.2 (49%)
FSSS R101 DeepLabv3+ 80.6 81.0

Table 6. Effect of key components in terms of mloU (%) on PAS-
CAL VOC 2012 train set.

Complementing WCE (7) [ mloU FP FN
1 X X 774 0.123 0.108
2 v X 80.9 0.122 0.075
3 v v 81.8 0.099 0.090

performs best in Table 4. We employ the same backbone
and segmentation model to ensure a fair comparison. Sur-
prisingly, our method improves each performance by 6.3%,
6.3%,2.2%, and 3.3% for IRNet [ 1], SEAM [57], AdvCAM
[32], and RS+EPM [24], respectively, as shown in Table 5.
The qualitative improvements with ADELE [42], W-OoD
[33], and ours are given in Appendix. Although W-OoD
[33] addresses the biased problem, it requires the manual
collection of images, only including biased objects from an
additional dataset (e.g., Open Images [28]). The proposed
MARS first removes biased objects without additional hu-
man supervision, verifying the flexibility and superiority of
our method.

Effect of complementing. Table 6 shows an ablation
study of the proposed complementing process to remove bi-
ased objects and prevent increasing FN of non-problematic
classes (i.e., classes not including the biased problem). The
first row is our baseline (i.e., RS+EPM [24]). Training
a segmentation network with debiased labels improves at
least 3.5% of mloU compared to our baseline RS+EPM
[24] (rows 2 and 3). However, in row 2, the comple-
menting process without the proposed WCE in (7) signifi-
cantly decreases FN but increases FP due to incorrect labels
when complementing with the model’s predictions. The last
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Figure 8. Visualization of selecting debiased centroids. We quan-
tify the ratio of selecting target centroids by using pixel-wise an-
notations. The left and right results indicate train and boat classes,
respectively. The percentage of target centroids is more than 85%,
proving the validity of the proposed selection.

row achieves the best performance with considering certain
masks, demonstrating the validity of the proposed compo-
nents.

Reasoning of debiased centroids. We quantify the ra-
tio of target centroids in debiased centroids on the PASCAL
VOC 2012 train set. Fig. 3 shows that K-means cluster-
ing separates two centroids (pink and orange) from decom-
posed embedding vectors for each class. We then measure
each IoU score per centroid using pixel-wise annotations
(each color has the IoU score). For simplicity, we classify
all target and biased centroids based on their IoU scores,
with target centroids having an IoU score above 0.3, biased
centroids below 0.1, and others not visualized. Fig. 8 shows
the visualization of target and biased centroids per class af-
ter dimensional reduction using T-SNE [54]. The ratio of
target centroids selected for all foreground classes is more
than 85% on the PASCAL VOC 2012 dataset (see other vi-
sualizations for all foreground classes in Appendix), vali-
dating the effectiveness of the proposed selection.

Category-wise improvements. Fig. 9 presents a
class-wise comparison of our method with existing WSSS
methods [57, 24] on the PASCAL VOC 2012 validation
set. Our method improves the mloU scores of most cate-
gories. However, the performance of a few categories (e.g.,
tv/monitor) marginally decreases due to the poor quality
of pseudo masks produced from the WSSS method. No-
tably, our method achieves significant improvements in the
boat (+9%) and train (+29%) classes over RS+EPM [24],
demonstrating the superiority of our method in removing
biased objects without additional supervision. We also
provide class-wise improvements for other WSSS methods
[1,32] in Appendix.

Hyperparameters. We conduct the sensitivity analysis
on two hyperparameters of our method, Kj, and «, us-
ing the PASCAL VOC 2012 validation set. Fig. 10 illus-
trates evaluation results. Our method improves performance
across all hyperparameter settings compared to our base-
line RS+EPM [24] (the red line). Varying K;, from 1 to 5
does not significantly affect our method’s performance, in-
dicating this hyperparameter’s stability. On the other hand,
larger values of v (> 0.5) result in only marginal improve-
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Figure 9. Category-wise comparison with SEAM [57], RS+EPM
[24], and ours in terms of the IoU (%) on PASCAL VOC 2012 set.
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Figure 10. Sensitivity analysis of two hyperparameters K, and
a. The mloU scores are calculated on PASCAL VOC 2012 val
set. The red line is our baseline RS+EPM [24].

ments due to the difficulty in disentangling biased and tar-
get centroids. Conversely, smaller values of o (< 0.5) show
sufficient improvements, demonstrating the validity of this
hyperparameter to select debiased centroids based on the
distance of all background centroids. These results further
support the effectiveness of our method and provide insights
for setting hyperparameters.

5. Conclusion

In this work, we present MARS, a novel model-agnostic
approach that addresses the biased problem in WSSS sim-
ply by exploiting the principle that USS-based informa-
tion of biased objects can be easily matched with that
of backgrounds of other samples. Accordingly, our ap-
proach significantly reduces FP due to WSSS bias, which
is the primary reason that WSSS performance is limited
compared to FSSS, achieves the fully-automatic biased re-
moval without additional human resources, and comple-
ments debiased pixels with online predictions to avoid
possible FN increases due to that removal. Thanks to
following a model-agnostic manner, our approach yields
consistent improvements when integrated with previous
WSSS methods, narrowing the performance gap of 53%
between WSSS and FSSS. We believe the simplicity and
effectiveness of our system will benefit future research in
weakly-/semi-supervised tasks under the real industry with
complex/multi-labels.
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A. Additional Analysis
A.1. Examples of All Biased Objects

In Fig. 1, we introduce two observations: (1) The se-
vere FP of some classes causes the performance gap be-
tween existing WSSS methods [57, 24] and FSSS, (2) 35%
of all classes (i.e., problematic classes) activate target ob-
jects (e.g., boat, train, bird, and aeroplane) with biased ob-
jects (e.g., sea, railroad, rock, and vapour trail). Following
Fig. 1(c), we present additional examples of biased objects
for all problematic classes in Fig. 11. We hope that our de-
tailed analysis of the biased problem in WSSS encourages
other researchers to develop more robust and future WSSS
approaches related to the biased problem.

A.2. Effect of Selecting Debiased Centroids

In Sec. 3.2, we present selecting target objects among
separated objects of all images after disentangling target
and biased objects using the USS-based clustering in Sec.
3.2. To evaluate the accuracy of debiased centroids, we
measure how many selected centroids are target centroids
among separated centroids of all images for each class in
Fig. 12. Following Fig. 8 in Sec. 4.3, we employ the T-
SNE [54] and the same criterion to classify target and biased
centroids using pixel-wise annotations. In our experiments,
the minimum accuracy for all classes on the PASCAL VOC
2012 train dataset is 85%. These results mean that the pro-
posed selection using background information from other
images successfully chooses target centroids in the group
of target and biased centroids.

A.3. Additional Category-wise Improvements

In line with Fig. 9, we evaluate per-class improvements
of four WSSS methods [1, 57, 32, 24] with our method.
All WSSS methods with ours show consistent improve-
ments for top-3 classes (i.e., bicycle, train, and boat) in
our FP analysis in Fig. 1(b). Also, the performance of
non-problematic classes (e.g., person, dog, and cat) are im-
proved by removing minor inconsistent objects (e.g., legs
of the horse) when complementing debiased labels in Sec.
3.4. However, a few categories (e.g., chair, dining table,
and potted plant) show inconsistent improvements due to
the poor quality of initial WSSS labels. As a result, our
method improves less when the WSSS method performs
erroneously, albeit our method improves performance for
most categories.

A.4. Qualitative Analysis with Existing Approaches

In addition to the quantitative comparison (see Table 5),
Fig. 14 illustrates a qualitative comparison of our method,
ADELE [42], and W-OoD [33] using two WSSS methods
[57, 32]. ADELE [42] enlarges biased pixels since it en-
forces consistency of all classes without considering biased

objects (the fourth column). Meanwhile, W-OoD [33] re-
moves biased objects (e.g., railroad) by utilizing extra im-
ages collected from human annotators, but it increases FN
for most classes (e.g., train and aeroplane) due to implic-
itly training biased objects with collected images (the sev-
enth column). Unlike these studies, to find biased pix-
els in WSSS labels, we first match biased objects with
background information from other images by utilizing the
USS features. Our MARS then complements biased pix-
els with the model’s predictions to prevent increasing FN
of non-biased pixels (e.g., legs of animals) in the fifth and
eighth columns. Therefore, our method achieves the fully-
automatic biased removal by explicitly eliminating biased
objects in pseudo labels.

B. Additional Results
B.1. Quantitative Results

We present per-class segmentation results for two pop-
ular benchmarks in Tables 7, 8, and 9. Our method sig-
nificantly improves performance of train (+29.1%) and
boat (+9.1%) classes, which suffer from the biased prob-
lem in Fig. 1, versus the previous state-of-the-art method
(i.e., RS+EPM [24]). Also, we first demonstrate perfor-
mance improvements for most classes including biased ob-
jects on the MS COCO 2014 dataset. When analyzing per-
formance of our method on the MS COCO 2014 dataset,
we find some classes (e.g., surfboard, tennis racket, and
train) that contain biased objects (e.g., sea, tennis court,
and railroad), causing performance degradation in existing
WSSS methods [20, 24]. By contrast, without additional
human supervision, our method achieves significant im-
provements for most classes including surfboard (+44.3%),
tennis racket (+43%), and train (+24.6%) versus the latest
WSSS method [24].

B.2. Qualitative Results

The qualitative segmentation results produced by the lat-
est method [24] and our MARS are displayed in Fig. 15.
Our MARS performs well in various objects or multiple
instances and can achieve satisfactory segmentation per-
formance in challenging scenes. Specifically, our method
removes biased objects for problematic classes (e.g., rail-
road in train, lake in boat, tennis court in tennis racket,
and sea in surfboard), covers more object regions for large-
scale objects (e.g., horse, car, and dining table), and cap-
tures the accurate boundaries of small-scale objects (e.g.,
bird) by complementing debiased labels with online predic-
tions and considering the model’s uncertainty. Our method
shows superior performance in the qualitative and quanti-
tative comparison with the previous state-of-the-art method
(i.e., RS+EPM [24]), demonstrating the effectiveness of our
MARS for the real-world dataset with multiple labels and
complex relationships.
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Figure 12. Visualization of selecting debiased centroids for all classes on the PASCAL VOC 2012 train set. Red circles are selected
centroids by our method. The average ratio of target centroids is more than 85%, showing the effectiveness of the proposed selection.
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Table 7. Class-specific performance comparisons with WSSS methods in terms of IoUs (%) on the PASCAL VOC 2012 val set.

w 2 & B 2 B . . F oz 2 4 2 g = g = =
Method £ 3§ 5 £ & & 2 § § 5 5 T § £ EF &2 2 5 % 5 =z LU
EM 1cev'is [45] 672 292 17.6 286 222 206 470 440 442 146 351 249 41.0 348 41.6 3201 248 374 240 381 316 338
MIL-LSE cver'1s [46] 79.6 502 21.6 409 349 405 459 515 60.6 126 512 11.6 568 529 448 427 312 554 215 388 369 420
SEC Eccv'16 [26] 824 629 264 616 27.6 381 666 627 752 221 53.5 283 658 S57.8 623 525 325 62.6 321 454 453 507
TransferNet cver'16 [17] 853 68.5 264 69.8 367 49.1 684 558 773 62 752 143 698 715 6L1 319 255 746 338 49.6 437 521
CRF-RNN cvpr17 [49] 858 652 294 638 312 372 69.6 643 762 214 563 298 682 60.6 662 558 308 66.1 349 488 471 528
WebCrawl cver17 [18] 87.0 69.3 322 702 312 584 736 685 765 268 638 29.1 735 695 665 704 468 721 273 574 502 581
CIAN aaar[15] 882 79.5 326 757 568 721 853 729 817 27.6 733 398 764 770 749 668 466 81.0 29.1 604 533 643
SSDD 1ccv'19 [51] 89.0 625 289 837 529 595 77.6 737 87.0 340 837 47.6 841 77.0 739 69.6 29.8 840 432 68.0 534 649
PSA cver'18 [2] 87.6 767 339 745 585 6L7 759 729 78.6 188 70.8 14.1 687 69.6 69.5 713 415 665 164 702 487 59.4
FickleNet cver19 [31] 89.5 766 32.6 746 515 7.1 834 744 836 241 734 474 782 740 688 732 478 799 370 573 64.6 64.9
RRM AAAr20 [63] 87.9 759 317 783 546 622 805 737 712 305 674 409 718 662 703 726 49.0 70.7 384 627 584 626
SSSS cver20 [3] 88.7 704 351 757 519 658 719 642 8L1 308 733 28.1 816 69.1 62.6 748 486 710 40.1 685 643 627
SEAM cver20 [57] 88.8 68.5 333 857 404 673 789 763 819 29.1 755 481 799 738 7lL4 752 489 79.8 409 582 530 645
AdvCAM cver21 [32] 90.0 79.8 34.1 826 633 70.5 894 760 87.3 314 813 33.1 825 80.8 740 729 503 823 422 741 529 681
CPN icevar [64] 89.9 750 329 878 609 694 877 79.4 889 280 809 348 834 79.6 746 669 564 826 449 731 457 678
RIB Neurps'21 [30] 903 762 337 825 649 731 884 786 887 323 80.1 375 83.6 79.7 758 71.8 47.5 843 446 659 549 683
AMN cver22 [34] 90.6 79.0 33.5 835 60.5 749 900 813 866 30.6 809 538 802 79.6 746 755 547 835 461 63.1 575 69.5
ADELE cver22 [42] 91.1 77.6 33.0 889 67.1 7.7 88.8 825 89.0 266 83.8 44.6 844 778 748 785 438 848 446 561 653 69.3
W-OoD cver22 [33] 912 80.1 340 825 685 729 903 80.8 89.3 323 789 311 836 792 754 744 580 819 452 813 548 69.8
RCA cvpr22 [65] 91.8 884 39.1 851 69.0 757 866 823 89.1 28.1 819 379 859 794 821 78.6 477 844 349 754 586 70.6
SANCE cvpr22 [36] 914 784 330 87.6 619 79.6 90.6 820 924 333 769 597 864 78.0 769 777 6l1 794 475 621 533 709
MCTformer cver22 [61] 919 783 39.5 89.9 559 767 818 79.0 907 32.6 87.1 572 87.0 84.6 774 792 551 892 472 704 588 719
RS+EPM aniv22 [24] 922 884 354 87.9 638 795 93.0 845 927 39.0 90.5 545 90.6 87.5 83.0 84.0 6l1 856 521 562 602 744
MARS (Ours) 941 89.3 420 888 729 795 927 862 942 403 914 588 911 889 819 84.6 63.6 917 56.7 853 573 717
Table 8. Class-specific performance comparisons with WSSS methods in terms of IoUs (%) on the PASCAL VOC 2012 test set.
o - © g %
w9 g ® 5 T < . . 3 2 w Zz £ 3 E g g £
Method £ ¢ £ £ £ 2 £ 35 38 £ %8 % 2 : % i 2 2 % % : Lw
EM iccv'is [43] 763 371 219 41.6 261 385 508 449 489 167 408 294 471 458 548 282 300 440 202 343 460 396
MIL-LSE cver'1s [46] 78.7 480 212 311 284 351 514 555 528 7.8 562 199 538 503 400 38.6 27.8 51.8 247 333 463 406
SEC Eccv'16 [26] 835 564 285 641 23.6 465 706 585 713 232 540 280 68.1 62.1 70.0 550 384 580 399 384 483 517
TransferNet cver'16 [17] 857 70.1 278 737 373 448 714 538 730 67 629 124 684 737 659 279 235 723 389 459 392 512
CRF-RNN cvpr17 [49] 857 58.8 30.5 67.6 247 447 748 61.8 737 229 574 275 713 648 724 573 373 604 428 422 50.6 S53.7
WebCrawl cver'17 [18] 872 63.9 328 724 267 640 721 705 778 239 63.6 321 772 753 762 715 450 688 355 462 493 587
PSA cver'18 [2] 89.1 70.6 31.6 772 422 689 79.1 665 749 29.6 68.7 561 821 648 78.6 735 508 707 477 639 5Ll 637
FickleNet cver19 [31] 903 77.0 352 760 542 643 766 761 802 257 68.6 502 746 718 783 69.5 538 765 418 700 542 650
SSDD 1cev'19 [51] 89.5 718 314 793 473 642 799 746 849 308 73.5 582 827 734 764 699 374 805 545 657 503 655
RRM AAAr20 [63] 878 77.5 308 717 360 642 753 704 817 293 704 520 78.6 738 744 721 542 752 506 420 525 629
SSSS cver20 [3] 88.7 704 351 757 519 658 719 642 811 308 733 281 816 69.1 62.6 748 486 710 40.1 685 643 627
SEAM cver20 [57] 88.8 68.5 333 857 404 673 789 763 819 29.1 755 481 799 738 714 752 489 79.8 409 582 530 645
AdvCAM cver21 [32] 90.1 812 33.6 804 524 666 87.1 805 872 289 80.1 385 840 830 79.5 719 475 808 59.1 654 49.7 68.0
CPN 1ccviat [64] 904 79.8 329 857 528 663 87.2 81.3 87.6 282 79.7 50.1 829 804 788 70.6 511 834 554 685 446 685
RIB NeurPs'21 [30] 904 80.5 328 849 594 693 872 835 883 311 804 440 844 823 809 707 435 849 559 59.0 473 68.6
AMN cvpr22 [34] 90.7 828 324 848 594 700 867 830 869 30.1 792 566 83.0 819 783 727 529 814 598 531 564 69.6
W-OoD cver22 [33] 914 853 328 798 59.0 684 88.1 822 883 274 767 387 843 8L 803 728 57.8 824 595 795 526 69.9
RCA cvpr22 [65] 92.1 86.6 400 90.1 604 682 89.8 823 87.0 272 864 320 853 88.1 832 78.0 592 867 450 713 525 7LO
SANCE cvpr22 [36] 91.6 826 33.6 8.1 606 760 918 830 909 335 802 647 87.1 823 817 783 585 829 609 539 535 722
MCTformer cvpr'22 [61] 923 844 372 828 600 728 780 79.0 894 317 845 59.1 853 838 792 81.0 539 853 605 657 577 7L6
RS+EPM aniv22 [24] 919 89.7 373 880 625 721 935 856 902 363 883 625 863 89.1 829 812 597 892 562 445 594 73.6
MARS (Ours) 93.7 933 403 908 708 71.7 94.0 863 939 404 876 67.6 90.0 873 839 831 642 895 59.6 79.0 551 77.2




Table 9. Class-specific performance comparisons with WSSS methods in terms of IoUs (%) on the MS COCO 2014 val set.

Class SEC[26] DSRG[20] RS+EPM[24]  MARS (Ours) | Class SEC[26] DSRG[20] RS+EPM [24]  MARS (Ours)
background 74.3 80.6 83.6 83.7 wine glass 223 24.0 39.8 45.5
person 43.6 - 74.9 56.8 cup 17.9 20.4 38.9 42.0
bicycle 242 30.4 55.0 59.2 fork 1.8 0.0 4.9 1.7
car 15.9 22.1 50.1 52.0 knife 1.4 5.0 9.0 6.4
motorcycle 52.1 54.2 72.9 75.2 spoon 0.6 0.5 1.1 0.9
airplane 36.6 452 76.5 79.6 bowl 12.5 18.8 11.3 14.1
bus 37.7 38.7 72.5 76.8 banana 43.6 46.4 67.0 67.7
train 30.1 332 47.4 72.0 apple 23.6 243 49.2 479
truck 24.1 25.9 46.5 54.1 sandwich 22.8 24.5 33.7 349
boat 17.3 20.6 44.1 52.1 orange 443 41.2 62.3 62.5
traffic light 16.7 16.1 60.8 53.8 broccoli 36.8 35.7 50.4 45.9
fire hydrant 55.9 60.4 80.3 80.9 carrot 6.7 15.3 35.0 31.7
stop sign 48.4 51.0 84.1 76.8 hot dog 31.2 24.9 48.3 51.5
parking meter 252 26.3 77.8 74.8 pizza 50.9 56.2 68.6 68.0
bench 16.4 223 41.2 47.2 donut 32.8 342 62.3 64.9
bird 34.7 41.5 62.6 72.3 cake 12.0 6.9 48.3 53.3
cat 57.2 62.2 79.2 80.9 chair 7.8 9.7 28.9 30.3
dog 452 55.6 733 76.3 couch 5.6 17.7 449 49.1
horse 344 423 76.1 78.2 potted plant 6.2 14.3 16.9 20.6
sheep 40.3 47.1 80.0 83.5 bed 23.4 324 53.6 55.9
cow 41.4 49.3 79.3 83.2 dining table 0.0 3.8 24.6 17.4
elephant 62.9 67.1 85.6 87.7 toilet 38.5 43.6 71.1 76.5
bear 59.1 62.6 82.9 87.5 tv 19.2 253 49.9 54.9
zebra 59.8 63.2 87.0 87.9 laptop 20.1 21.1 56.6 64.5
giraffe 48.8 54.3 822 83.4 mouse 35 0.9 174 12.9
backpack 0.3 0.2 9.4 11.9 remote 17.5 20.6 54.8 55.3
umbrella 26.0 353 73.4 77.1 keyboard 12.5 12.3 48.8 51.8
handbag 0.5 0.7 4.6 8.4 cell phone 32.1 33.0 60.8 64.6
tie 6.5 7.0 17.2 18.4 microwave 8.2 11.2 43.6 56.9
suitcase 16.7 234 53.9 57.2 oven 13.7 12.4 38.0 43.5
frisbee 12.3 13.0 57.7 57.5 toaster 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
skis 1.6 1.5 8.2 10.8 sink 10.8 17.8 36.9 40.7
snowboard 53 16.3 24.7 27.7 refrigerator 4.0 15.5 51.8 63.4
sports ball 79 9.8 41.6 40.4 book 0.4 12.3 27.3 29.2
kite 9.1 17.4 62.6 63.8 clock 17.8 20.7 23.3 19.8
baseball bat 1.0 4.8 1.5 1.6 vase 18.4 23.9 26.0 31.0
baseball glove 0.6 1.2 0.4 0.3 scissors 16.5 17.3 47.1 47.0
skateboard 7.1 144 34.8 349 teddy bear 47.0 46.3 68.8 69.5
surfboard 7.7 13.5 17.0 61.3 hair drier 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
tennis racket 9.1 6.8 9.0 52.0 toothbrush 2.8 2.0 19.7 32.2
bottle 13.2 223 38.1 36.6 mlIoU 22.4 26.0 46.4 49.4
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Figure 15. Qualitative segmentation results of the latest method (i.e., RS+EPM [24]) and the proposed MARS on PASCAL VOC 2012
and MS COCO 2014 validation sets.



