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ABSTRACT

In recent years, several Weakly Supervised Semantic Segmentation (WS3) meth-
ods have been proposed that use class activation maps (CAMs) generated by
a classifier to produce pseudo-ground truths for training segmentation models.
While CAMs are good at highlighting discriminative regions (DR) of an image,
they are known to disregard regions of the object that do not contribute to the clas-
sifier’s prediction, termed non-discriminative regions (NDR). In contrast, attribu-
tion methods such as saliency maps provide an alternative approach for assigning
a score to every pixel based on its contribution to the classification prediction.
This paper provides a comprehensive comparison between saliencies and CAMs
for WS3. Our study includes multiple perspectives on understanding their sim-
ilarities and dissimilarities. Moreover, we provide new evaluation metrics that
perform a comprehensive assessment of WS3 performance of alternative methods
w.r.t. CAMs. We demonstrate the effectiveness of saliencies in addressing the
limitation of CAMs through our empirical studies on benchmark datasets. Fur-
thermore, we propose random cropping as a stochastic aggregation technique that
improves the performance of saliency, making it a strong alternative to CAM for
WS3.

1 INTRODUCTION

The goal in weakly supervised semantic segmentation (WS3) is to train segmentation models with
coarse-scale supervision and without using pixel-level annotations. In recent years, several WS3
methods have been proposed that use image-level class labels to generate pseudo-ground truths for
training segmentation models. Many of these methods employ localization methods such as Class
Activation Maps (CAMs) Zhou et al. (2016); Selvaraju et al. (2016); Chattopadhay et al. (2018),
generated from a pre-trained classifier, to guide the segmentation process.

CAMs are activation maps generated by the last convolutional neural network (ConvNet) layer
of the classification model, which is integrated with the class-specific weights of the final fully-
connected layer to produce a score for every pixel. While Class Activation Maps (CAM) are good
at highlighting discriminative regions (DRs) of an image (i.e., regions that contribute significantly
to the classifier’s decision), CAMs are also known to ignore regions of the target object class that do
not contribute to the classifier’s prediction, termed non-discriminative regions (NDRs). In particular,
it has been shown that the activation maps in the final convolution layer only contain information
relevant for classification, a phenomenon called information bottleneck Lee et al. (2021a). As a
result, CAMs are biased towards mostly finding DR while missing the NDR of the target object,
which is equally important for the purpose of segmentation. A number of WS3 solutions thus require
further processing of the CAM outputs to recover NDR for high segmentation accuracy Lee et al.
(2021a;b); Li et al. (2018); Hou et al. (2018); Kolesnikov & Lampert (2016); Araslanov & Roth
(2020).
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In contrast to activation maps, attribution maps provide an alternative approach for assigning a
score to every pixel based on its contribution to the final neural network prediction. The most
commonly used attribution map is the gradient-based Saliency Maps Simonyan et al. (2013). The
basic idea of saliency is to calculate the gradient of the target class score with respect to every pixel
in the input image. Attribution maps are fundamentally distinct from activation maps obtained from
the last layer of ConvNet models. However, despite the frequent use of attribution maps for neural
network interpretability, their use in WS3 as an alternative to CAMs has largely been unexplored.

With the advancement of vision transformers achieving state-of-the-art (SOTA) performance on
many computer vision tasks Han et al. (2022), extending CAMs to work with non-ConvNet-based
classifiers is a non-trivial exercise. In contrast, gradient-based Saliency maps can be applied to any
classifier with differentiable layers, rendering them as a universal solution for WS3 tasks. More-
over, Saliency maps inherently provide a solution to the deficiencies of CAM-based approaches as
explored in this work. Although the limitations of CAMs have been well-known in the WS3 research
community and all SOTA methods in WS3 provide solutions to mitigate the deficiencies of CAMs,
they lack in providing deeper insights on how saliencies can be used as an alternative to CAM for
WS3.

Our goal in this paper is to provide a comprehensive study of the comparison between CAMs and
Saliecies for WS3. It is important to mention that our goal is not to achieve SOTA performance
for WS3, but rather to provide novel insights into the potential of saliencies and their variations in
addressing the limitations of CAMs. Our contributions are outlined below:

• We offer multiple perspectives to understand the similarities and differences between
CAMs and Saliencies. Section 3 delves into these perspectives, serving as a “bridge” in
the analysis of CAMs and saliencies.

• We provide new evaluation metrics to measure WS3 performance, which are specifically
designed to complement existing metrics such as mIoU in quantifying the deficiencies of
CAMs and evaluating the effectiveness of alternate techniques w.r.t. CAMs. The proposed
evaluation metrics are detailed in Section 4.

• We demonstrate the effectiveness of saliencies in addressing the limitation of CAM through
our empirical studies on the PASCAL VOC, COCO, and MNIST datasets, as detailed in
Section 5.

• We identify the limitations of saliency maps for WS3 and propose different variations of
stochastic aggregation methods to fix these limitations. Specifically, we propose a random
cropping approach for stochastic aggregation that disintegrates the spatial structure of input
images as compared to injecting spatially invariant noise. While random cropping is a
common data augmentation technique, its application as a stochastic aggregation method
in this work is novel. Additional insights regarding stochastic aggregation of saliencies are
presented in Sections 6 and 7.

2 FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPTS AND DEFINITIONS

2.1 CLASS ACTIVATION MAPS

The Class Activation Maps (CAMs) are based on convolutional neural networks with a global aver-
age pooling (GAP) layer applied before the final layer. Formally, let the classifier be parameterized
by θ = {θf ,w}, where f(.; θf ) is the feature extractor network prior to the GAP layer and w is
the set of weights of the final classification layer. The CAM of the c-th class for an image I can be
obtained as follows:

CAMc(I; θ) =
wT

cA

maxwT
cA

(1)

where A = f(I; θf ) is the activation map, wc ∈ w is c-th class weight, and max(.) is the maximum
value over all pixels in I for normalization.

2.1.1 LIMITATIONS OF CAMS

CAMs produce coarse-scale localizations of objects because the activation maps of the final con-
volutional layer have significantly lower resolution compared to the input image. Additionally, the
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final activation maps show high values for only a subset of regions of the target object that are dis-
criminative for the classification task, while disregarding regions that do not impact the accuracy of
classification. Thus, CAMs in their raw form without supplementary post-processing, are unsuitable
for training segmentation models.

2.1.2 DISCRIMINATIVE AND NON-DISCRIMINATIVE REGIONS

Discriminative regions (DRs) are those regions of the ground-truth object that are crucial for the
classification model to predict the class label of the image accurately. In contrast, non-discriminative
regions (NDRs) are those regions of the ground-truth that are still important for segmenting the
object but do not significantly impact the model’s accuracy upon removal. We formally define DR
and NDR based on the CAM outputs as follows:
Definition 2.1 (DR and NDR). The discriminative region (DR) and non-discriminative region
(NDR) for the c-th class of an image I can be defined for every pixel (i, j) belonging to the c-th
class ground-truth segmentation Sc

GT as follows:

DRc(i, j) = I(CAMc(i, j) ≥ τcam) (2)
NDRc(i, j) = I(CAMc(i, j) < τcam) (3)

where τcam represents a threshold applied to the CAM to obtain the segmentation of the object
class and I(.) is the indicator function. While the optimal threshold may differ for each image, we
adopted the common practice of using a global threshold (τcam = 0.25) for defining DR and NDR
throughout this paper. Note that DRs and NDRs are a partitioning of the ground-truth mask Sc

GT
based on CAM scores.

2.2 SALIENCY MAPS

Saliency maps are attribution maps that assign a score to every image pixel representing its contri-
bution to the final classifier prediction. They are frequently employed as a tool to enhance model
interpretability. Formally, the saliency map (SM) of the c-th class for image I can be defined as:

SMc(I, θ) =
∣∣∣∂Sc

∂I

∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣wT
c

∂GAP(A)

∂I

∣∣∣ (4)

where Sc = wT
cGAP(A) + bc is the score for the c-th class, and bc ∈ w is the bias term. For

a multi-channel image, saliency maps are computed by taking a maximum of the gradient values
across the channels.
Definition 2.2 (HSR and LSR). The high saliency region (HSR) and low saliency region (LSR)
for the c-th class of an image I can be defined for every pixel (i, j) belonging to the c-th class
ground-truth segmentation Sc

GT using a threshold τsm specific to saliency maps as follows:

HSRc(i, j) = I(SMc(i, j) ≥ τsm) (5)
LSRc(i, j) = I(SMc(i, j) < τsm) (6)

Just like DRs and NDRs, the HSRs and LSRs are an alternate partitioning of Sc
GT based on SM

score.

3 COMPARING CAMS AND SALIENCY MAPS

3.1 A VISUAL COMPARISON USING HYPERPLANES

While CAMs and saliency maps differ in many respects, they also exhibit several similarities. We
offer a novel viewpoint of comparing CAMs and SMs from the lens of CAM and SM hyperplanes.
First, we define two k-dimensional Hilbert spaces (where k is the number of channels in the acti-
vation map): A for the activations of images and A′ for the gradients of the GAP layer w.r.t. the
image. Formally, for an arbitrary image I, let the activation at any pixel A(i,j) ∈ A, and the gradient
of the GAP layer ∂GAP(A)

∂I |(i,j) ∈ A′.
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(a) Original Image (b) CAM (c) Saliency Map

(d) CAM vs. SM - Image (e) CAM vs. SM - Distance

Figure 1: A visual comparison of CAMs and saliency maps (SMs) for a representative image from
the VOC12 dataset.

Definition 3.1 (c-th class CAM hyperplane). For every image I, let Hc
cam be the following hyper-

plane in A:

Hc
cam :

wT
c

Z
a− τcam = 0 (7)

where τcam is the CAM threshold, wc ∈ w is the weight for the c-th class, and Z = maxwT
cA

is a normalization factor depending on I. Note that Z changes for every image and is equivalent to
having a variable intercept term for the CAM hyperplane but with a fixed slope wc for every image.

Remark 3.2. If a point a ∈ A corresponding to a ground-truth pixel lies above Hc
cam, i.e., wT

ca/Z−
τcam ≥ 0, then the pixel belongs to DR; otherwise, it belongs to NDR.

See Appendix for proof. This remark states that any arbitrary pixel (i, j) ∈ Sc
GT will belong to the

DR or NDR depending on which side of the CAM hyperplane it lies. In other words, as long as wc

and τcam are fixed, the DR and NDR of the c-th class for any image I are separated by its CAM
hyperplane Hc

cam.

Definition 3.3 (c-th class SM parallel-hyperplane). Let Hc
sm be the following set of two parallel

hyperplanes in A′:

Hc
sm : |wT

ca
′| − τsm = 0 (8)

where τsm is the saliency map threshold and a′ ∈ A′ is the gradient of the GAP layer w.r.t. image
at any arbitrary pixel.

Remark 3.4. If a point a′ corresponding to a ground-truth pixel lies on the outer sides of Hc
sm, i.e.,

|wT
ca

′| − τsm ≥ 0, then the point belongs to HSR; otherwise, it belongs to LSR.

See appendix for proof. Similar to the DR/NDR for CAMs, the HSR/LSR are separated by SM
parallel-hyperplanes. Furthermore, the slope of both CAM and SM hyperplanes are the same: wc.
However, the important distinction is that for CAMs, the DR/NDR depends on the values of the ac-
tivation map A(i,j), while for SMs, the HSR/LSR depends on the gradient ∂GAP(A)

∂I |(i,j). A ground-
truth pixel may thus belong to DR or NDR and HSR or LSR depending on the value of its activations
and gradient of GAP layer, respectively.

In Figure 1, we visually compare CAMs and SMs for a representative image from the VOC12
dataset. From this comparison, we observe that the CAM (see Figure 1b) predominantly highlights
the DR of the bird class such as its head — a crucial feature for classification. As a result, NDRs such
as the bird’s body are sparingly covered by the CAM. In contrast, the saliency map (see Figure 1c) for
the same image covers most regions of the target bird class, albeit with some noisy representation of
the background class too. To provide a comprehensive visualization of how HSRs in saliency maps
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can potentially recover NDRs, we present a scatterplot in Figure 1e comparing the signed distances
of each pixel (i, j) ∈ Sbird

GT from the CAM and SM hyperplanes, namely, Hbird
cam and Hbird

sm . Notably,
the HSRs successfully recover a substantial portion of DRs, labeled as HSR-DR (blue). A minor
segment of the DRs (2.62% of GT) is missed by SMs, termed LSR-DR (yellow). Nonetheless,
SMs are proficient in recovering 55.32% of the GT regions originally classified as NDR, labeled as
HSR-NDR (maroon). Yet, both SMs and CAMs fall short in capturing the LSR-NDR region, which
constitutes 15.99% of the GT (green). The color-coded segmentation map for these four distinct
regions are presented in Figure 1d, thereby showing the potential of saliency maps in addressing the
limitations of CAMs in recovering NDRs.

3.2 PERSPECTIVE FROM CONTRIBUTION WINDOWS

Next, we present another novel viewpoint of comparing saliencies and CAMs from the perspec-
tive of contribution windows—a concept innate to the architecture of convolutional neural networks
(ConvNets). Note that the tendency of CAMs to only focus on DRs can be understood using the
information bottleneck principle proposed in Lee et al. (2021a)—every layer of a neural network fil-
ters or “funnels in” information about inputs and as a result only task-specific information is retained
at the outputs. While this information bottleneck exists in the forward propagation of ConvNets, the
reverse phenomenon happens during backpropagation when information “funnels out” from the ac-
tivation maps to the input image. This phenomenon can be described using the contribution window
of an input pixel on the activation maps, defined as follows.

Definition 3.5 (Contribution Window). Let’s consider a ConvNet with N layers, where every layer
l performs a 2D convolution using an F × F kernel denoted as Kl, to compute activation Al =
Conv2D(Al−1,Kl). The contribution window at layer l of a pixel in the input image can then be
defined as the region in Al that affects (or contributes to) the gradients of Al w.r.t. the input pixel.

This concept is illustrated in Figure 2, where the contribution window is highlighted in yellow at
every layer for an example yellow pixel at layer 0. The contribution window can be viewed as the
reverse concept of “receptive fields” defined for the forward pass of ConvNets. Indeed, since the
gradient of the forward convolution Kl is also a convolution with a rotated kernel Kafuna (2016),
the receptive field of the backward convolution during gradient computation becomes the concept
of contribution window. We can show that all activations at layer l in the contribution window of an
input pixel can affect its gradient.

Now, let us consider pixels that have 0 activations across all channels in the final layer shown in grey
in Figure 2. By design, such non-activated pixels will register 0 CAM scores. We want to analyze
if it is possible for a non-activated pixel (yellow) to show non-zero gradients (and thus saliencies)
in the input image. Assuming we use activation functions f(z) that are 0 when z ≤ 0, we can show
that this depends on whether the contribution window of the pixel contains any activated pixel with
non-zero activations at the final layer, shown in red. In fact, we can show that if the contribution
window size of a non-activated pixel is smaller than its distance from an activated pixel, it will
have 0 gradients. However, this is practically not likely as the contribution window size generally
grows linearly with the depth of ConvNets. An exception is when we use 1 × 1 kernels. Through
empirical evidence provided in section 5.1, we can establish that as the contribution window expands
(achieved by increasing the F ×F kernel size), saliencies can progressively encompass more NDRs,
thus directly addressing the limitations of CAMs.

4 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP & EVALUATION METRICS

4.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP:

Following the common practice in WS3, in this paper, we compared different approaches quantita-
tively and qualitatively by conducting experiments on MNIST, PASCAL VOC ’12, and MS COCO
’14 datasets. We also utilized two types of classification models based on ResNet50 architecture: i)
“model-org”, which is simply fine-tuned on the corresponding dataset, and ii) “model-pert”, which
is fine-tuned with additional noise perturbation.
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Figure 2: A schematic of “contribution window” demonstrating how the gradients at layer l − 1 is
affected by the gradients from the contribution window of layer l.

4.2 EVALUATION METRICS:

To assess the quality of the segmentation maps, mean intersection over union (mIoU) is a widely
used metric in WS3 literature. mIoU measures the ratio of correct prediction (intersection) over
the union of predictions and ground truths, averaged across all classes, including background class.
Notably, mIoU provides an unbiased estimate of the segmentation performance; however, it fails
to provide insights about the coverage of NDRs and DRs. Given the limitation of CAMs not being
able to identify NDRs, it becomes crucial to measure how effective alternative WS3 techniques (e.g.,
saliencies) are at addressing the deficiencies of CAMs. This warrants the need for novel evaluation
metrics focusing on the DRs and NDRs.

In this paper, we introduce the following three novel evaluation metrics: NDR-Recall, DR-Recall,
and Foreground Precision (FG-Prec). DR-Recall is the ratio of correct DR prediction over the
ground-truth DR and can be formally defined as: DR-Recall = |TP(P,DRGT )|/(|TP(P,DRGT )|+
|FN(P,DRGT )|), where P denotes the segmentation prediction, DRGT denotes the ground-truth
DR area, and |TP| and |FN| denote the count of true positives and false negatives over the DR
region. As mentioned in Section 2.1, we define ground truth DR (DRGT ) and NDR (NDRGT ) by
employing a global threshold (τcam = 0.25) on the CAM prediction and then taking its overlap
with the ground-truth segmentation mask. In a similar manner, we compute NDR-Recall for a given
segmentation prediction (P ) and the corresponding ground-truth NDR region (NDRGT ). Apart
from these two metrics, we also compute the Foreground-Precision of different target-classes as an
additional metric, which can be defined as the ratio of correct foreground prediction over the total
foreground prediction. Note that our proposed metrics are defined to analyze the deficiencies of
CAM and hence, are biased only if we are evaluating CAMs just by themselves (e.g., CAMs would
show low NDR Recall value by definition). However, these metrics are unbiased if the goal is to
measure how well alternative WS3 techniques (e.g., saliencies) fix the shortcomings of CAMs.

5 QUANTITATIVE COMPARISON: CAM/SALIENCY

5.1 EFFECT OF CONTRIBUTION WINDOW

To empirically demonstrate the effect of contribution window on the recovery of NDRs, we utilize
a 5-layer ConvNet architecture where each layer employs an F × F kernel, followed by ReLU
activation. We apply sufficient zero padding to ensure that the spatial dimension of the activations in
each layer is equal to that of the input image. Different models with varying kernel sizes were then
trained on the MNIST Segmentation dataset.

The results for CAM and Saliency, in terms of mIoU and NDR-Recall, are presented in Figure 3.
The F × F kernel size correlates with the size of the contribution window for the backpropagated
gradients. Notably, when the contribution window is 1 × 1, the performance of CAMs and Salien-
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Method B/G Resolve mIoU FG-Prec DR-Recall NDR-Recall
CAM Basic 43.7 56.1 93.8 43.7

Saliency
Basic 37.7 45.9 75.4 55.6
Smooth 44.0 52.2 84.3 60.0
Superpixel 49.0 60.0 80.9 61.8

Table 1: Quantitative comparison of CAM and Saliency on VOC dataset in terms of mIoU, Fore-
ground Precision, and DR-/NDR-Recall.

cies is quite comparable. However, differences in performance become more prominent (larger red
and blue shaded regions) as the contribution window size increases. With an expanding contribution
window, saliencies are capable of recovering more pixels that have high gradients and low (≈ 0) ac-
tivations, effectively capturing a larger proportion of NDR. This, in turn, leads to a gradual increase
in NDR-Recall until saturation is achieved. Further discussion of this experiment can be found in
the Appendix.

5.2 COMPARING NDR RECOVERY

Table 1 presents quantitative evaluation of CAMs and saliencies on the PASCAL VOC dataset us-
ing different methods for background resolve (see Appendix for details). We compare the best-
segmented map produced by each method by varying the global threshold of τcam and τsm from
0.01 to 0.50 and selecting the segmented map with the highest mIoU. The “basic background re-
solve” row of Table 1 shows that saliency map outperforms CAM in finding non-discriminative
regions, as indicated by its higher NDR-Recall score. However, CAM outperforms the saliency
maps in terms of mIoU, FG-precision, and DR-Recall, likely due to the noisy and scattered na-
ture of saliency maps. This motivates further exploration of opportunities to improve the quality of
saliency maps.

Figure 3: Effect of Contribution Window on NDR-Recall and mIoU for MNIST Dataset.

5.3 IMPROVING SALIENCIES WITH SIMPLE POST-PROCESSING

We first explore if simple post-processing methods such as kernel smoothing background re-
solve and Superpixel-based background resolve can improve SM performance. Kernel Smooth-
ing smooths the gradients of the saliencies by applying a Gaussian kernel, while superpixel-based
smoothing assigns a label to each superpixel, which effectively mitigates the noisiness and scattered-
ness that may be present in saliency maps. See Appendix for details of these post-processing ap-
proaches. Table 1 presents their results as ‘Smooth’ and ‘Superpixel’ background Resolve. Both ap-
proaches outperform basic background resolve results in terms of mIoU, FG-Precision, DR-Recall,
and NDR-Recall. Superpixel-based saliency maps demonstrate significant improvement over CAM
in terms of mIoU and NDR-Recall; however, CAM outperforms all saliency methods in finding
discriminative regions, as indicated by its higher DR-Recall score. It is worth mentioning that
superpixel-based background resolve is not scalable for larger datasets. To this end, we need to ex-
plore saliencies where the smoothing can be integrated inherently without additional computational
overheads.
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Model Method BG-Res mIoU FG-Prec DR-Rec NDR-Rec

org Smooth-
Grad

Basic 38.6 (+0.9) 47.1 (+1.2) 82.0 (+6.6) 51.7 (-3.9)
Smooth 37.5 (-6.5) 47.1 (-5.1) 79.2 (-5.1) 48.3 (-11.7)
Superpix 41.0 (-8.0) 52.2 (-7.8) 77.0 (-3.9) 52.1 (-9.7)

pert-
gauss

Smooth-
Grad

Basic 45.3 (+7.6) 54.9 (+9.0) 87.4 (+12.0) 55.9 (+0.3)
Smooth 44.8 (+0.8) 54.1 (+1.9) 87.5 (+3.2) 56.8 (-3.2)
Superpix 48.1 (-0.9) 57.4 (-2.6) 86.4 (+5.5) 62.9 (+1.1)

org Binary-
Mask

Basic 41.2 (+3.5) 51.3 (+5.4) 79.9 (+4.5) 53.6 (-2.0)
Smooth 43.4 (-0.6) 53.5 (+1.3) 84.7 (+0.4) 53.9 (-6.1)
Superpix 47.3 (-1.7) 57.0 (-3.0) 84.8 (+3.9) 62.0 (+0.2)

pert-
binary

Binary-
Mask

Basic 42.4 (+4.7) 52.9 (+7.0) 78.7 (+3.3) 55.8 (+0.2)
Smooth 44.9 (+0.9) 54.8 (+2.6) 84.8 (+0.5) 57.2 (-2.8)
Superpix 48.9 (-0.1) 56.8 (-3.2) 86.2 (+5.3) 68.0 (+6.2)

Table 2: Quantitative comparison of SmoothGrad and BinaryMask in terms of mIoU, FG-Precision,
DR-/ NDR-Recall for different fine-tuned models on VOC dataset. The difference between the
aggregated saliency performance and the vanilla saliency performance is shown in parentheses. A
positive value denotes an increase in performance; whereas a negative value denotes a decrease in
performance for aggregated saliencies.

6 STOCHASTIC AGGREGATION OF SALIENCIES

To reduce the noisiness of saliencies, Smilkov et al. (2017) proposed a stochastic aggregation-based
method for saliency maps, named SmoothGrad, where Gaussian noise is added to the input image
for smoothing saliencies. In this paper, we explored another variation of input noise perturbation,
namely BinaryMask, where we multiply the image by a binary mask instead of adding Gaussian
noise to the input image. The amount of perturbation for SmoothGrad is controlled by standard de-
viation of Gaussian noise, whereas for BinaryMask, the probability of each pixel in the mask being 1
controls the perturbation magnitude. See Appendix for additional details on these methods. “Model-
pert-binary” and “Model-pert-gaussian” are the two finetuned classifiers augmented by binary and
Gaussian noise, respectively.

6.1 SMOOTHING SALIENCIES BY INJECTING NOISE

Table 2 compares results of saliency with different stochastic aggregation methods like Smooth-
Grad and BinaryMask. The change in performance from the basic or vanilla saliencies (without
stochastic aggregation) is shown in parentheses; a positive percentage denotes improvement and a
negative percentage denotes degradation. Saliencies from the classification models perturbed with
similar noise (model-pert-gaussian for SmoothGrad and model-pert-binary for BinaryMask) per-
form better than the saliencies generated by the original model. According to Bishop (1995), adding
noise during training is a common regularization technique that results in denoising. The additive
effect of adding noise during training and inferring with noise yields the best saliency map.

Although adding noise may make the saliency maps smoother, with increasing noise, the saliency
maps may become unstable and the mIoU performance may gradually drop with excessive noise.
A detailed analysis of the sensitivity of our experiments to noise is provided in Appendix. Also
note that the classification model needs to be fine-tuned with similar noise for these stochastic per-
turbations techniques to produce smoothened saliencies. This additional fine-tuning could be an
expensive process, and further motivates us to explore alternate aggregation methods that do not
involve additional fine-tuning steps.

7 STOCHASTIC AGGREGATION THROUGH CROPPING

Random cropping is commonly used as a data augmentation technique to increase the variety of
training data by cropping random regions of the input image to a specific size. One of the advantages
of random cropping is that it generates input samples that follow the input data distribution, since
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all the crops are basically part of the input image. In this section, we utilize random cropping as a
stochastic aggregation technique to improve the performance of saliencies.

7.1 DISINTEGRATING THE SPATIAL STRUCTURE OF IMAGES USING RANDOM CROPPING

Random cropping can also be viewed as a perturbation technique where the individual crops dis-
integrate the spatial structure of the input image. We treat random cropping as a spatial perturba-
tion and generate a saliency map by stochastically aggregating the saliency maps of the individ-
ual cropped images. We define this spatial perturbation-based aggregation as follows: S̃Mc(I) =
1
n

∑n
i=1 wiSMc(Ĩi), where Ĩi = fpert(I), I corresponds to the input image, Ĩi denotes the indi-

vidual crops, and fpert(.) denotes the spatial perturbation function, which is random cropping for
this experiment. SMc(.) is the (basic) saliency map and S̃Mc corresponds to the final aggregated
saliency, and wi denotes the weight of each of the individual crop saliencies. For our experiments,
we choose wi = σ(Sc(Ĩi)), where Sc(Ĩi) is the classification score of the crop Ĩi, and σ(.) is the
sigmoid activation function.

First row of Table 3 shows the performance of random cropping as a stochastic aggregation method,
where we can see that it performs better than saliencies in terms of mIoU, FG-Precision, and DR-
/NDR- Recall for all the background resolve approaches (difference in performance of random
crop and saliencies are provided in parentheses). We can achieve as high as 50.4 mIoU using ran-
dom crop-based aggregated saliencies with superpixel-based background resolve. Notably, random
cropping-based aggregated saliencies employ the “Model-org” classifier to compute the saliencies,
showing that random cropping does not require the classifier to be finetuned on additional perturba-
tions to perform well.

Method BG-Res mIoU FG-Precision DR-Recall NDR-Recall

Random
Crop

Basic 44.6 (+6.9) 53.6 (+7.7) 84.2 (+8.8) 59.4 (+3.8)
Smooth 46.2 (+2.2) 56.6 (+4.4) 84.4 (+0.1) 57.5 (-2.5)
Superpix 50.4 (+1.4) 61.7 (+1.7) 82.6 (+1.7) 61.7 (-0.1)

Random
Patch

Basic 35.6 (-2.1) 43.9 (-2.0) 71.5 (-3.9) 57.8 (+2.2)
Smooth 37.7 (-6.3) 45.4 (-6.8) 77.6 (-6.7) 59.9 (-0.1)
Superpix 39.3 (-9.7) 47.7 (-12.3) 76.9 (-4.0) 61.6 (-0.2)

Disc-Patch
Basic 35.4 (-2.3) 32.6 (-13.3) 74.7 (-0.7) 58.3 (+2.7)
Smooth 38.6 (-5.4) 45.8 (-6.4) 78.8 (-5.5) 61.7 (+1.7)
Superpix 40.7 (-8.3) 51.8 (-8.2) 72.2 (-8.7) 57.0 (-4.8)

Disc-Crop
Basic 45.1 (+7.4) 54.0 (+8.1) 76.5 (+1.1) 55.5 (-0.1)
Smooth 46.3 (+2.3) 56.5 (+4.3) 74.7 (-9.6) 53.4 (-6.6)
Superpix 50.6 (+1.6) 61.6 (+1.6) 73.9 (-7.0) 57.9 (-3.9)

Table 3: Comparison of Random Crop, Discriminative Crop, Random Patch, and Discriminative
Patch in terms of mIoU, FG-Precision, DR-/ NDR-Recall on VOC12. The difference between the
aggregated and saliency performance is shown in parenthesis.

7.2 CAN WE DO BETTER THAN RANDOM CROPPING?

Next, we explore different variations of random cropping and patching techniques that break the
spatial structure of input images. Random patching is an erasure-based method similar to the idea
of the cutout method DeVries & Taylor (2017). The discriminative variations of random cropping
(Disc-Crop)and patching (Disc-Patch) take the real values of CAM to complement the probability
of selecting a crop or patch. See Appendix for details. Table 3 shows the results of these alternate
methods. Random cropping and its discriminative variation (Disc-Crop) perform significantly better
than the (basic) saliency method. However, the patch-based methods do not show comparative
performance in terms of mIoU, FG-Precision, and DR-/NDR-Recall. One possible reason is that we
used the original “Model-org” classifier, which is not augmented with the patch-wise perturbations.
Therefore, patching creates unnatural artifacts during inference, and the classifier fails to attribute
the individual samples correctly. The discriminative versions of cropping and patching did not
significantly outperform the random versions.
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Method B/G Resolve mIoU FG-Prec DR-Recall NDR-Recall
CAM Basic 28.82 41.16 83.59 31.46

Saliency Basic 22.22 28.26 65.46 48.78
Smooth 25.46 31.94 73.02 52.65

Random-
Crop

Basic 21.13 27.6 62.87 46.38
Smooth 26.58 33.83 72.09 52.22

Table 4: Quantitative comparison of CAM and Saliency on COCO dataset in terms of mIoU, Fore-
ground Precision, and DR-/NDR-Recall.

8 RELATED WORKS

Current techniques for WS3 utilize CAMs as the foundation to produce segmentation maps. These
methods can be broadly categorized into three types: (1) Modifying model architecture, (2) Iterative
update-based methods, and (3) Modifying Loss functions.

First, several methods that modify the model architecture for WS3 have been developed to over-
come the well-known limitations of CAM Kolesnikov & Lampert (2016); Araslanov & Roth (2020);
Lee et al. (2021a) . For example, a global weighted rank (GWR) pooling layer was proposed in
Kolesnikov & Lampert (2016) that neither underestimates the object size like global max pool-
ing (GMP) nor overestimates it using GAP. Normalized global weighted pooling (nGWP) was also
proposed in Araslanov & Roth (2020) to replace the GAP layer, which helps to recover small seg-
ments, thus improving the mask precision. Another method FickleNet Lee et al. (2019) introduced
stochastic aggregations in feature maps to produce the localization maps. However, changing the
architecture can be difficult and restricts the types of models that are compatible with these methods.

The second set of methods aims to improve the seed performance of CAMs through iterative up-
dates, such as erasure-based methods Li et al. (2018); Hou et al. (2018); Choe et al. (2020); Wei
et al. (2017) and adversarial optimizations Lee et al. (2021b); Wei et al. (2017). Specifically, erasure-
based methods suggest erasing the most discriminative regions to unveil the non-discriminative re-
gions, thus addressing some of the limitations of CAMs. On the other hand, AdvCAM Lee et al.
(2021b) proposed an anti-adversarial optimization technique to exploit the boundary information
with pixel-level affinity for capturing more regions of the target objects. One primary limitation of
such methods is that the termination condition is not well-defined and often heuristically chosen.

Finally, a third set of WS3 methods focus on modifying the loss function to improve the object cov-
erage of CAMs. Specifically, the RIB Lee et al. (2021a) demonstrates that an information bottleneck
occurs in later layers as only the task-relevant information is passed to the output. As a result, CAMs
which are computed at the last layer, have sparse coverage of the target object. A new loss function
was proposed that encourages the transmission of information from non-discriminative regions for
classification, thus improving the quality of localization maps.

Several prior works have utilized saliency maps for WS3, as documented in Kolesnikov & Lampert
(2016); Shimoda & Yanai (2016); Sun & Li (2019); Zeng et al. (2019). These studies primarily con-
centrate on enhancing segmentation map accuracy through post-processing techniques. However,
their focus differs from our work on exploring the inherent potential of saliencies in overcoming the
limitations associated with CAM-based approaches. Although these existing works contribute valu-
ably to the field, they do not directly address the specific research questions that our study delves
into – specifically, the comprehensive analysis of saliencies’ effectiveness with respect to CAMs.

CAMs and Saliencies have also been extensively examined in the realm of explainability research
that is focused on providing explanations of the model outputs, which can potentially satisfy regu-
latory experiments Goodman & Flaxman (2017), help practitioners debug their model Casillas et al.
(2013); Cadamuro et al. (2016) and identify unintended bias in the model Lakkaraju et al. (2017);
Wang & Rudin (2015). Approaches based on activation maps fall under the CAM-based methods
category Zhou et al. (2016); Selvaraju et al. (2016); Chattopadhay et al. (2018); Wang et al. (2020).
Conversely, techniques relying on attribution maps belong to the saliency-like methods group Si-
monyan et al. (2013); Shrikumar et al. (2016); Springenberg et al. (2014); Zeiler & Fergus (2014);
Smilkov et al. (2017); Sundararajan et al. (2017).

10
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9 DISCUSSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Table 4 quantitatively evaluates the performance of competing methods on the MS COCO 2014
dataset. We compare the best-segmented map generated by each method by varying the global
threshold across the range of 0.01 to 0.50. The segmented map with the highest mIoU value is se-
lected for comparison. The Table illustrates that both saliency and random crop saliency outperform
CAM in terms of NDR-Recall. This signifies that saliency-based approaches exhibit better recovery
of the NDR region compared to CAM. However, CAM surpasses saliencies in terms of mIoU, FG-
Precision, and DR-Recall. The smooth saliencies show comparable performance to CAM, which
indicates the potential for improvement in the performance of saliencies by reducing its noisiness,
especially when dealing with challenging datasets like the COCO dataset.

In conclusion, our paper proposes three novel evaluation metrics for WS3, namely NDR-Recall, DR-
Recall, and FG-Precision, which can be used to assess the performance of alternative WS3 models in
fixing the deficiencies of CAMs. We also revisit the potential of the use of saliency maps for WS3,
which has been largely overlooked in the past, and demonstrate that simple post-processing steps,
stochastic aggregation methods, and random cropping-based aggregation can significantly improve
the quality of segmentation masks.

Although our work lays the foundation for future research in saliency maps for WS3, it’s important
to clarify that we are not the first to use saliencies for WS3, neither are we claiming state-of-the-art
(SOTA) performance using stochastic aggregation methods when applied over saliencies. Instead,
our focus is on presenting novel insights into the strengths and weakness of saliences w.r.t. CAMs
from multiple perspectives, and showing how simple modifications to saliencies can effectively
address the limitations inherent in CAMs.

As newer techniques based on Vision Transformers Xie et al. (2022); Li et al. (2023) and Founda-
tion models such as Segment-Anything Chen et al. (2023) are developed in the WS3 community
to deliver SOTA performance, we anticipate future research to comprehensively understand their
strengths and weaknesses building upon the metrics and analyses presented in our paper. Further-
more, while current post-processing methods in WS3 like CRF, PSA, and IRN are designed specif-
ically to complement the limitations of CAM-based methods, we anticipate that researchers will
build upon our findings to develop more advanced post-processing techniques for gradient-based
WS3 methods.
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A COMPARISON OF CAMS AND SALIENCY MAPS USING HYPERPLANES

A.1 THEORETICAL PROOFS OF CAM AND SM-HYPERPLANES

The proof of the Remark 3.2 and 3.4 are provided below.
Remark A.1. If a point a ∈ A corresponding to a ground-truth pixel lies above Hc

cam, i.e., wT
ca/Z−

τcam ≥ 0, then the pixel belongs to DR; otherwise, it belongs to NDR.

Proof. The activation map A for an image I can be sampled at any arbitrary ground-truth pixel
(i, j) ∈ Sc

GT such that A(i,j) ∈ A. Therefore, the CAM score for the c-th Class at pixel (i, j) can
be computed as: CAMc(i, j) = wT

cA(i,j)/Z.

Now, if the pixel belongs to the discriminative region (DR), then by definition 2.1 we get the follow-
ing:

CAMc(i, j) =
wT

c

Z
A(i,j) ≥ τcam

=⇒ wT
c

Z
A(i,j) − τcam ≥ 0 (9)

This by definition of Hc
cam (see Definition 3.1) suggests that the activation value A(i,j) ∈ A lies

above Hc
cam.

Conversely, if the ground-truth pixel belongs to the non-discriminative region (NDR), then by defi-
nition 2.1 we get the following:

CAMc(i, j) =
wT

c

Z
A(i,j) < τcam

=⇒ wT
c

Z
A(i,j) − τcam < 0 (10)

Similarly, from the definition of Hc
cam (see Definition 3.1), the activation value A(i,j) ∈ A lies

below Hc
cam.

Therefore, we can say in general if an arbitrary point a corresponding to a ground-truth pixel lies
above Hc

cam, it belongs to the discriminative region (DR); otherwise it belongs to NDR.

Remark A.2. If a point a′ corresponding to a ground-truth pixel lies on the outer sides of Hc
sm, i.e.,

|wT
ca

′| − τsm ≥ 0, then the point belongs to HSR; otherwise, it belongs to LSR.

Proof. Similar to CAM, the gradient of the GAP w.r.t. the image ∂GAP(A)
∂I can be sampled at any

arbitrary ground-truth pixel (i, j) ∈ Sc
GT such that ∂GAP(A)

∂I

∣∣
(i,j)

∈ A′. Therefore, the Saliency map
score for the c-th Class at pixel (i, j) can be computed as:

SMc(i, j) =

∣∣∣∣∣wT
c

∂GAP(A)

∂I

∣∣
(i,j)

∣∣∣∣∣ (11)

Now, if the pixel belongs to the high saliency region (HSR), then by definition 2.2 we get the fol-
lowing:

SMc(i, j) =

∣∣∣∣∣wT
c

∂GAP(A)

∂I

∣∣
(i,j)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ τsm

=⇒

∣∣∣∣∣wT
c

∂GAP(A)

∂I

∣∣
(i,j)

∣∣∣∣∣− τsm ≥ 0 (12)

This by definition of the Hc
sm (see Definition 3.3) suggests that the gradient ∂GAP(A)

∂I

∣∣
(i,j)

∈ A′ lies
on the outer sides of the Hc

sm.
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Similarly, if the pixel belongs to the low saliency region (LSR), then by definition 2.2 we get the
following:

SMc(i, j) =

∣∣∣∣∣wT
c

∂GAP(A)

∂I

∣∣
(i,j)

∣∣∣∣∣ < τsm

=⇒

∣∣∣∣∣wT
c

∂GAP(A)

∂I

∣∣
(i,j)

∣∣∣∣∣− τsm < 0 (13)

This by definition of Hc
sm (see Definition 3.3) suggests that the gradient ∂GAP(A)

∂I

∣∣
(i,j)

∈ A′ lies on
the inner sides of the Hc

sm.

Therefore, we can say in general if an arbitrary point a′ corresponding to a ground-truth pixel lies
on the outer sides the Hc

sm, it belongs to the high-saliency region (HSR); otherwise it belongs to
low saliency region (LSR).

A.2 VISUAL COMPARISON FOR MORE REPRESENTATIVE IMAGES FROM VOC

Figure 4 presents a visual comparison of CAMs and Saliencies using the hyperplanes on more
representative images from the PASCAL VOC 12 dataset (similar to Figure 1 from the main paper).
For this experiment, we choose the value of τcam = 0.25 and τsm = 0.15.

B EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

B.1 DATASET DESCRIPTION

We compared different competing approaches quantitatively and qualitatively by conducting exper-
iments on MNIST, PASCAL VOC ’12, and MS COCO ’14 datasets.

B.1.1 MNIST SEGMENTATION DATASET:

We generate the ground-truth segmentation masks by filtering the non-zero pixels of the MNIST im-
ages. For our experiments, we used an upsampled version of the original MNIST dataset, where we
used “nearest neighbor” interpolation to upsample the dataset to 128×128 dimension. Furthermore,
we used 60,000 training set and 10,000 test set images with segmentation masks for our experiments
in Section 5.

B.1.2 PASCAL VOC ’12 DATASET:

The PASCAL VOC 2012 dataset contains 10,582 training images, 1,449 validation images, and
1,456 test images with objects from 20 classes. We compared the methods by evaluating the perfor-
mance of the 1,464 segmented images using the approach adopted in recent WS3 research.

B.1.3 MS COCO ’14 DATASET:

The MS COCO 2014 dataset contains 82,783 training and 40,504 validation images with objects
from 80 classes. We evaluated the competing approaches on approximately 82K training images
from the MS COCO 2014 dataset.

B.2 MODEL DESCRIPTION

We fine-tuned a classification network to accurately extract segmented seeds, utilizing ResNet50 as
the backbone network, which is pre-trained on ImageNet. In order to maintain consistency with prior
research, we incorporated various augmentations during the fine-tuning process, such as resizing to
(320, 640), applying a horizontal flip with a 0.5 probability, and cropping with a maximum size
of 512. We developed and fine-tuned three separate classification models to explore the impact of
different perturbations during the fine-tuning stage. Model-org model is fine-tuned only with the
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(a) Original Image (b) CAM
(c) Saliency Map
(SM)

(d) CAM vs. SM - Im-
age

(e) CAM vs. SM -
Distances

Figure 4: A visual comparison of CAMs and saliency maps (SMs) for more representative images
from the VOC12 dataset.

aforementioned augmentations. During fine-tuning, we perturb the input image with binary noise to
create additional augmentations for Model-pert-binary classification model. Formally,

Ĩ = I⊙m

m ∼ Bernoulli(p), where, p = 0.9

Ĩ is the training image that is perturbed with the binary mask m. The mask has a binary probability
p = 0.9 to set each pixel. Similar to Model-pert-binary, we additionally perturb the input image
with Gaussian noise for the Model-pert-gaussian classification model. Formally,

Ĩ = I+ ϵ

ϵ ∼ N (0, σ), where, σ = 0.15

Ĩ is the training image that is perturbed with the Gaussian noise ϵ. The noise level (perturbation) is
controlled by the standard deviation σ = 0.15.
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B.3 BACKGROUND RESOLVE TECHNIQUES

B.3.1 BASIC BACKGROUND RESOLVE

This is the most common approach in recent research that uses a simple strategy for distinguishing
between foreground and background classes. This is done by setting a global threshold that dis-
cerns the background class and then assigning classes based on the highest real values among the
foreground classes.

B.3.2 KERNEL SMOOTHING

The technique of Kernel Smoothing has been utilized to smooth the gradients of the vanilla saliency
maps by applying a Gaussian kernel with a kernel size of 13 and a standard deviation of 5. Following
this, a global threshold has been selected to distinguish foreground classes from the background.
This has been achieved by considering the maximum real values of the smoothed saliencies for the
target classes. This approach has been adopted to enhance the accuracy of the saliency maps by
smoothing the gradients as a post-processing step.

B.3.3 SUPERPIXEL-BASED BACKGROUND RESOLVE

Superpixels consist of clusters of pixels that exhibit similar characteristics. In contrast to the con-
ventional method of assigning a label to each individual pixel, superpixel-based smoothing allocates
a label to each superpixel, effectively reducing the noise and scatteredness present in saliency maps.
We employed Felzenszwalb’s efficient graph-based superpixel algorithm Felzenszwalb & Hutten-
locher (2004) to compute the superpixels. To designate a class label for each superpixel, we initially
calculated the mean saliencies for every superpixel. And then, using a global threshold of 0.3, we
determine whether a superpixel is part of the foreground or background. We assigned target classes
for foreground superpixels based on the highest mean gradients concerning the target classification
score.

In an effort to better understand the performance of background resolution techniques, Figure 5
presents a visual comparison between CAM and Vanilla Saliency with different resolution methods,
namely Basic, Smooth and Superpixel. The basic background resolution is represented by “Vanilla
Saliency”. For this experiment, we set a global threshold of 0.15 to differentiate the foreground from
the background. Building upon the insights gathered from Section 5.3, we observed the following
implications for each background resolution approach. Employing vanilla saliency with Basic back-
ground resolution results in noisy and scattered saliency maps, demonstrating its limitations in pro-
viding clear object segmentation. Utilizing Kernel smoothing generates smooth saliencies, which
offers an improvement over the Basic technique. However, this approach still struggles with unclear
object boundaries, making it difficult to precisely locate objects within the image (First and Sixth
row of Figure 5). The Superpixel-based background resolution effectively smooths the saliencies
while maintaining clear and distinguishable object boundaries, presenting a more refined solution
(First, Fourth, and Sixth row of Figure 5). Nonetheless, this method has its drawbacks, as the re-
sulting saliencies heavily rely on the superpixel shapes and the algorithm’s ability to identify them
accurately. Consequently, any slight deviation from the correct superpixel shape can cause this back-
ground resolution technique to fail in capturing the entire body of the target object (Eight, tenth, and
eleventh row of Figure 5).

C STOCHASTIC AGGREGATION FOR SALIENCIES

C.1 SMOOTHGRAD AND BINARYMASK

To reduce noise, Smilkov et al. (2017) proposes a stochastic aggregation-based saliency map, namely
SmoothGrad, where Gaussian noise is added to the input image to construct a neighborhood of
the input image. Then, n different random samples are selected from the neighborhood, and the
saliencies of all the samples are averaged to generate the final saliency, which is much smoother
than the Vanilla Saliency.

In this paper, we explored another variation of input noise perturbation, namely BinaryMask, where,
instead of adding Gaussian noise to the input image, we multiply the image by a binary noise. We
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Figure 5: Visual comparison between CAM and Vanilla Saliency with different background resolves.

can formally define both these methods as follows:

S̃Mc(x) =
1

n

n∑
1

SMc(Ĩ) (14)

Ĩ = I+ ϵ; ϵ ∼ N (0, σ2), for SmoothGrad (15)

Ĩ = I⊙m; m ∼ Bernoulli(p), for BinaryMask (16)
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I in equation 14 corresponds to the input image, whereas Ĩ denotes the noisy input and m denotes
the binary mask. SMc(.) is the vanilla saliency map and S̃Mc corresponds to the final aggregated
saliency.

The amount of perturbation for SmoothGrad is controlled by the standard deviation, σ, (also called
noise level) of the Gaussian noise. Whereas for BinaryMask, the binary probability p controls the
perturbation magnitude. With a higher binary probability p, a higher number of input pixels are in
Ĩ, which means lower binary perturbation. For our experiment, we fixed the noise level as 0.5 and
the binary probability p as 0.90. n = 50 samples have been selected from the neighborhood for our
experiments. We added these noises to the input images as additional augmentations during fine-
tuning. “Model-pert-binary” and “Model-pert-gaussian” are two finetuned classifiers augmented by
binary and Gaussian noise, respectively.

Figure 6: Visual comparison of SmoothGrad saliencies between “Model-org” and “Model-pert-
gaussian” fine-tuned model. Saliencies with basic background resolve are shown in the figure.

Figure 6 presents a visual comparison of SmoothGrad saliencies derived from the “Model-org” and
“Model-pert-gaussian” models. As SmoothGrad employs a stochastic aggregation approach, the
basic background resolution yields significantly smoother saliencies for both models. Nevertheless,
the “Model-pert-gaussian” model exhibits superior saliencies in terms of the performance metrics
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Figure 7: Visual comparison of BinaryMask saliencies between “Model-org” and “Model-pert-
binary” fine-tuned model. Saliencies with basic background resolve are shown in the figure.

discussed in Section 4. In terms of visual quality, the “Model-pert-gaussian” column of Figure 6
exhibits superior saliencies compared to the “Model-org” column. However, the perturbed model
occasionally generates overly smooth saliencies, resulting in unclear object boundaries, as observed
in the first and sixth rows of Figure 6. Similarly, Figure 7 offers a visual comparison of BinaryMask
saliencies for the “Model-org” and “Model-pert-binary” models. In this case, the “Model-pert-
binary” model demonstrates higher quality saliencies, as observed in the first, second, and sixth
rows of Figure 7. Reinforcing the insights obtained from Section 6, both these figures support the
notion that the classification model should be fine-tuned using similar noise in order to yield better-
quality saliencies.

C.2 ANALYSIS OF THE SENSITIVITY TOWARDS NOISE.

Figure 8 and 9 illustrate the sensitivity of performance scores concerning the magnitude of noise
and the number of neighborhood samples, respectively. In the case of SmoothGrad, the noise levels
(standard deviation σ) dictate the magnitude of perturbation, with a higher σ corresponding to a
greater noise magnitude. Conversely, for BinaryMask, the binary probability p governs the pertur-
bation magnitude, with a lower probability p corresponding to a higher level of perturbation. As
evident from Figure 8, the models demonstrate sensitivity towards increased perturbation, with the
NDR-Recall decreasing for higher noise levels in both cases. SmoothGrad exhibits greater sensi-
tivity to higher perturbation, while BinaryMask displays less sensitivity to perturbation magnitude
in terms of mIoU and FG-precision. As illustrated in Figure 9, the performance remains relatively
stable for the number of samples n > 20. However, when n < 20, the performance improves as the
number of samples increases.
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Figure 8: Sensitivity plots of the performance towards Gaussian noise levels σ (left); towards binary
probability p (right).

Figure 9: Sensitivity plots of the performance towards the number of samples n for (left) Smooth-
Grad; (right) BinaryMask.

By examining Figure 10, we can see that excessively adding noise to the input image has a negative
impact. As a result, the mIoU performance decreases for noise levels above 0.20. Adding noise may
make the saliency maps smoother; however, with increasing noise, the saliency maps may become
unstable (shown in the noise level 50% column). Figure 11 depicts the sensitivity of BinaryMask
saliency with respect to binary probability. The visualization reveals that as perturbation increases
(low probability), the saliencies become less stable, as shown in the third and fourth columns of
Figure 11. In contrast, higher probability leads to enhanced saliency quality, as evident in the seventh
and eighth columns of Figure 11. It is important to note that a binary probability of 1.0 does not
involve any stochastic aggregation, as all pixels are selected to compute the saliency.

D STOCHASTIC AGGREGATION THROUGH CROPPING

D.1 ANALYSIS OF THE SENSITIVITY FOR RANDOM CROPPING.

Figure 12 shows the sensitivity of the performance metrics towards the number of crops and the
scale of crops for random cropping. With an increasing number of crops, the performance of random
cropping-based saliencies improves. However, after 140 crops, we see the performance saturates.
Choosing the correct scale of random crops is critical for better performance. The scale of the crops
should not be lower than 0.10. The performance of the random cropping method saturates after a
scale of 0.10.

D.2 DIFFERENT VARIATIONS OF CROPPING

In this subsection, we explore different variations of random cropping and patching techniques that
break the spatial structure of input images. Random patching is an erasure-based method similar
to the idea of cutout DeVries & Taylor (2017) technique. We divide the full image into 16 × 16
grid-wise patches for random patching. Then we randomly mask out some of the patches with a
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Figure 10: Visual evaluation of the sensitivity towards the noise level σ of the Gaussian noise
(SmoothGrad saliency with basic background resolve).

Figure 11: Visual evaluation of the sensitivity towards the binary probability of the perturbation
(BinaryMask saliency with basic background resolve).

Bernoulli probability of 0.1, also called patching probability. The random patching idea is similar to
the BinaryMask method in the sense that we are turning off some grid of pixels instead of individual
pixels with a probability. Using stochastic aggregation of the

Given a CAM of an input image, we also explore the discriminative patching idea, where the patch-
ing probability is the complement of the CAM score Sc

cam for each patch for the c-th class. It is
important to mention that Sc

cam corresponds to the maximum CAM score across all the C classes in
the patch (where C is the total number of classes). The discriminative patch (disc-Patch) is imple-
mented as follows:

p = α ∗ Sc
cam

m̄ = 1−m; m ∼ Bernoulli(p)

Ĩ = I⊙ m̄

m̄ is the binary filter applied to the patches and Ĩ denotes the perturbed image. Sc
cam is multiplied by

α ∈ (0, 1) so that the discriminative patch probability does not reach 0 for the most discriminative
region. For our experiments, we choose α = 0.4.

Similar to discriminative patching, we explore discriminative cropping, where the selection of each
crop has a probability that is the complement to the CAM score Sc

cam for that crop. The discrimina-
tive cropping is implemented as follows:

p = ReLU(β − Sc
cam)

S̃Mc(x) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

m ∗ wi ∗ SMc(Ĩi);

m ∼ Bernoulli(p)

S̃Mc(x) is the final aggregated saliency using discriminative cropping. m is the binary filter applied
to the crops and Ĩ denotes the perturbed image. We choose β = 0.7 for our experiments.

Figure 13 provides a visual comparison of saliencies generated by Random Cropping, Random
Patching, Discriminative Cropping, and Discriminative Patching. As discussed in Section 7, both

22



Preprint. Under Review.

20 60 100 140 180
Number of Crops

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

 S
co

re

mIoU
DR-Recall

NDR-Recall
FG-Prec

0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30
Scale of Crops

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

 S
co

re

mIoU
DR-Recall

NDR-Recall
FG-Prec

Figure 12: Sensitivity plots of the performance for random cropping (left) to the number of crops;
(right) to the scale of the crops.

Random Cropping and Discriminative Cropping display higher quality and more stable saliencies. In
contrast, the saliencies produced by Random Patching and Discriminative Patching are less stable,
primarily due to the fact that the classification model has not been fine-tuned with similar noise
perturbation. For instance, in Figure 13, the second and fourth rows display poor saliency maps
for the patching methods. Conversely, the sixth, seventh, and eighth rows exhibit higher-quality
saliencies for the patching method. Moreover, the discriminative variations of both these methods
demonstrate a modest enhancement in saliency quality, as evidenced by the second, fourth, sixth,
and seventh rows of Figure 13.
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Figure 13: Visual comparison between Random Cropping, Random Patching, Discriminative Crop-
ping, and Discriminative Patching saliencies. Saliencies with basic background resolve are shown
in the figure.
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