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(a) BG, the owners, critical
for dog identification

(b) the BG facilitates
recognition

(c) BG uninformative for
classification

(d) long-tail BG, not likely
to appear during training

(e) generated BG can be
arbitrary

Figure 1. The complementarity of foreground (FG) and background (BG) in recognition. The standard approach, background suppression,
makes correct identification in (a) nearly impossible, and difficult in (b); the spectacled bear is the most herbivorous of all bear species. On
the other hand, rare backgrounds with possibly huge diversity hurt classification – (d) shows a cheetah after a snowfall in South Africa, not
a snow leopard. In generated content (e), any FG can appear on any BG as in ChatGPT 4o’s response to “capybara in a bathroom”.

Abstract

In image recognition, both foreground (FG) and background
(BG) play an important role; however, standard deep image
recognition often leads to unintended over-reliance on the
BG, limiting model robustness in real-world deployment set-
tings. Current solutions mainly suppress the BG, sacrificing
BG information for improved generalization.

We propose “Segment to Recognize Robustly” (S2R2),
a novel recognition approach which decouples the FG and
BG modelling and combines them in a simple, robust and
interpretable manner. S2R2 leverages recent advances in
zero-shot segmentation to isolate the FG and the BG before
or during recognition. By combining FG and BG, potentially
also with standard full image classifier, S2R2 achieves state-
of-the-art results on in-domain data while maintaining ro-
bustness to BG shifts. The results confirm that segmentation
before recognition is now possible1.

1. Introduction
In standard deep image recognition, a neural network mod-
els the statistical dependence of the image appearance and

1Website: https://klarajanouskova.github.io/S2R2/

the classes in the training set. It has been highly successful
in i.i.d. settings, particularly with moderate to large-scale
training data.

As image recognition matured, analyses of its weak-
nesses [47, 55] revealed that image classifiers are particu-
larly prone to unintended over-reliance on the background
(BG)2. This seriously impacts model robustness in real-
world deployment settings as BG shortcuts [14] perform
well on training data but fail to generalize to long-tail BGs,
i.e. rarely or never appearing in the training data, and to
substantial BG distribution shifts, which are common.

The problem has been predominantly addressed by sup-
pression of BG features. Such methods can be broadly cat-
egorized into two classes, the first group emphasizes FG
features [2, 6, 8, 57], the second alters the BG distribution
[4, 15, 45, 52, 55] through image augmentation and gener-
ation techniques.

However, the BG – i.e. the context – is critical for image
recognition in many scenarios [1, 11, 35, 39, 49, 50, 60, 61].
As shown in Figures 1 and 2, certain classes or objects are
difficult to identify with FG features alone, without the con-
textual information that BG provides. The nuanced role of
BG has been largely overlooked in the recent deep-learning

2FG is defined as the target object pixels; BG as the complement
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Figure 2. The FG, as in the cut-outs , is often ambiguous, es-
pecially in low resolution. With the context provided by the BG

(right), the uncertainty drops significantly.

oriented literature. In fact, frequently co-occurring FGs and
BGs have been referred to as “spuriously” correlated, which
misses the point and we challenge such characterization.

This work proposes a novel approach to image recogni-
tion. It treats segmentation as an integral part of the recog-
nition process, rather than something more challenging that
should only follow classification. The separation of the FG
and BG has multiple benefits: The FG and BG modelling is
decoupled and thus simplified, avoiding the need to repre-
sent all their combinations. The BG modelling can exploit
foundational models, since its particular appearance is of-
ten irrelevant, unlike its category, like outdoor – indoor, or
beach – snow – grass – etc. The FG-BG relationship is only
learnt by a lightweight fusion module. In fact, the recogni-
tion based on FG-BG segmentation can proceed in parallel
with the standard method, see Figure 3, providing robust-
ness when the predictions differ.

We first experimentally confirm that reliance on BG sig-
nificantly hurts model robustness. We show that a straight-
forward approach – zero-short BG removal – is a remark-
ably strong baseline. It outperforms standard full image
modelling on a broad range of benchmarks. We further
show that on the Spawrious [28] domain generalization
benchmark it outperforms all state-of-the-art approaches
that aim at limiting the influence of the BG by modify-
ing their training procedure. These experiments also con-
firm that BG segmentation as part of recognition, i.e. either
class-agnostic or zero-shot, is feasible with modern meth-
ods [18, 20, 24, 40, 41, 59].

We proceed to show that by robustly incorporating the
BG model in the previous recognition pipeline, the “Seg-
ment to Recognize” (S2R2) method can leverage the BG and
further improve on in-distribution evaluation data, without
loss of robustness to BG distribution shifts.

The S2R2 approach offers additional advantages. The

separation opens up new possibilities for BG modelling,
such as leveraging large pretrained models with strong rep-
resentations of the world, like DINO [36] and CLIP [40], or
incorporating diverse data sources, such as tabular metadata
related to BG. This allows the BG component to capture con-
text more effectively without extensive additional training,
enhancing recognition in highly-varied environments.

To handle cases of segmentation failure, identified
through confidence predictions from models like SAM [20],
we incorporate a fallback mechanism defaulting to standard
recognition which relies on the complete image context, en-
suring that classification performance remains stable.

The main contributions of this work are:
1. Introducing S2R2, a novel image classification approach

that models foreground (FG) and background (BG) inde-
pendently, enabling robust, context-aware classification.
FG and BG representations are combined through a sim-
ple, interpretable fusion module.

2. Demonstrating that zero-shot segmentation (without ad-
ditional training data) can now be integrated into image
recognition across a wide range of datasets.

3. Establishing foreground segmentation as a strong base-
line for background suppression, achieving state-of-the-
art performance across all benchmarks.

4. Showing that our approach achieves state-of-the-art per-
formance on in-domain data while maintaining robust-
ness to background shifts.

2. Related work
Complementary role of FG and BG. Inspired by human
vision, pioneering studies in object detection [11, 35, 50]
emphasize the interdependence between FG and BG. These
works examine various types of contextual information and
demonstrate how contextual cues provide critical insights
for recognition, sometimes more so than the object itself.
Acharya et al. [1] detect out-of-context objects through con-
text provided by other objects within a scene, modelling co-
occurrence through a Graph Neural Network (GNN).

In a recent study, Taesiri et al. [49] dissect the Ima-
geNet dataset [43] into FG, BG, and full-image variants us-
ing ground truth bounding boxes. A classifier is trained on
each dataset variant, finding that the BG classifier success-
fully identifies nearly 75% of the images misclassified by
the FG classifier. Additionally, they demonstrate that em-
ploying zooming as a test-time augmentation markedly im-
proves recognition accuracy.

Closely related to our approach, Zhu et al. [60] advocate
for independent modelling of FG and BG with post-training
fusion. Unlike our method, which leverages recent advance-
ments in zero-shot segmentation, their approach requires ei-
ther manual ground truth annotations or computationally in-
tensive edge-based bounding box proposals, averaging 100
predictions per image for each classifier [61]. The exper-

2



Figure 3. The “Segment to Recognize Ro-
bustly” approach – S2R2 – method proceeds
in three stages: (1) decomposition of image
x into FG and BG by zero-shot segmentation,
(2) independent modeling of the FG, BG, and
the original image (also a fallback option
when segmentation fails), and (3) fusion that
robustly combines the representations from
stage 2 to form predictions p(k|x).

iments are limited to a single dataset, a weaker baselines,
and employs only a single strategy for combining FG and
BG features. In contrast, our work demonstrates the rel-
evance and effectiveness of independent FG-BG modelling
even in the era of advanced large-scale models.

Picek et al. [39] investigate the role of FG features
and contextual metadata cues, such as time and location,
in animal re-identification tasks. Unlike our general ap-
proach, their experiments specifically require the presence
of ground-truth metadata, focusing on niche applications.

Asgari et al. [3] propose ‘MaskTune’, a method which
promotes the learning of a diverse set of features by mask-
ing out discriminative features identified by pre-training,
without explicitly categorizing these features as FG or BG.

Background suppression. The detrimental impact of
excessive reliance on BG on classifier robustness to distribu-
tion shifts has been well-documented [4, 6, 32, 45, 55]. In
response, numerous strategies have been developed to miti-
gate this over-reliance by suppressing BG during classifica-
tion. These methods typically involve regularizing classifier
training to emphasize FG, either through the use of ground-
truth segmentations or attention maps [2, 6, 8, 57]. This
enhances FG representation but prevents the classifier from
learning BG cues. Moreover, when FG-BG correlations are
strong, reliance on attention maps for segmentation proves
problematic, as the attention may point to BG [33].

Another group of methods involves training classifiers
on images with manipulated or out-of-distribution back-
grounds to reduce BG dependency [4, 15, 45, 52, 55]. This
technique results in complete disregard of BG information
or necessitates selection of FG-BG combinations for effec-
tive training, but it is not clear what the optimal distribution
should be BG.

Disentangling FG and BG modelling completely elimi-
nates the need for BG suppression.

Zero-shot segmentation. Historically, image segmen-
tation has been viewed as a task more complex than im-
age recognition and incorporating segmentation before or
during the recognition process was rarely considered feasi-
ble. Recent advancements in large vision-language models
[24, 40] and class-agnostic, promptable image segmentation

[18, 20, 41, 59] now facilitate zero-shot segmentation. This
enables precise localization and effective FG-BG separation
across a variety of image classification datasets.

Our methodology leverages these advances and seam-
lessly integrates robustness against unseen BG while utiliz-
ing the inherent information within both FG and BG.

3. Method

We propose a novel approach to image recognition that de-
couples the modelling of the FG and the BG of an image and
then combines them by a lightweight interpretable module.
The approach consists of three stages: 1. An image decom-
position module, 2. FG and BG modelling modules and 3. a
fusion module. Figure 3 provides an overview.

3.1. Image decomposition
The goal of this stage is to decompose an image x into xFG
(pixels representing the target object) and xBG (the comple-
ment of xFG). The module comprises two steps:
1. Segmentation prompt generation step generates a bound-

ing box or point set localizing the object using a zero-
shot object detection model (referred to as fD) such as
OWL [30, 31] or GroundingDINO [24]. These models
are prompted by a dataset-specific text prompt p.

2. FG-BG segmentation with a model (referred to as fS) like
SAM [20] prompted with the output of step 1.

The operation of the image decomposition module can be
described as

xFG, xBG = fS(fD(x, p)) (1)

where p is a dataset-specific text prompt.
Segmentation prompt generation. The prompt gen-

eration strategy varies with the classification dataset, de-
pending on whether the classes are fine-grained or not and
whether the target objects are the dominant objects in an
image/if there can be multiple.

Fine-grained tasks: The objects in fine-grained recog-
nition belong to a specific meta-class (e.g., recognizing
dog breeds or mushroom species). The segmentations in
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FULL FGC FGM BGS BGB

Figure 4. Different kinds of input to the FG and BG models. FULL is the standard full image, FGC is cropped based on the segmentation
bounding box, FGM is same as FGC but with the BG regions masked out, BGS is the shape-preserving BG model with FG regions masked out
and BGB has the area corresponding to the the segmentation bounding box masked out.

such cases is easy – a generic meta-prompt representing all
classes (e.g., “dog” or “mushroom”) suffices.

General case: In datasets like ImageNet [10], the im-
age may contain an arbitrary number of objects. In such
cases, segmentation prior to recognition would require lo-
calizing and classifying each object and filtering out those
from unknown classes, resulting in an open-set object detec-
tion task. A straightforward solution is to map each class to
a separate text prompt and consider all options as candidates
for segmentation but this does not scale well since there can
be thousands of classes in a dataset and many objects in
an image, with models like GroundingDINO [24] returning
many false-positive detections. We propose a “segmenta-
tion during recognition” approach: A standard full-image
classifier’s top-k predictions guide the segmentation prompt
generation, resulting in up to k candidate FG regions.

Once the FG and BG regions are identified, different
methods (possibly multiple in parallel) can be used to create
the images xFG and xBG, as illustrated in Figure 4. For FG,
two main options are considered: 1. Cropping the imageto
zoom on the bounding box of FG and 2. Cropping + mask-
ing out the BG pixels. For BG, the options of 1. masking out
the BG pixels, preserving shape information and 2. masking
out the bounding box corresponding to FG are considered.
The choice may depend on the dataset and model.

Alternative approaches (not explored in this work).
For non-finegrained datasets where a single meta-class does
not exist, but the images still contain a single dominant ob-
ject, the prompt can be something as general as “an object”,
a common approach to class-agnostic object detection with
vision-language models [29]. This is not the case for any of
the datasets explored in this work. Further alternative strate-
gies include co-segmentation methods [12, 25] or generat-
ing point/mask prompts using detector attention maps.

3.2. Foreground and background modelling

Straightforward standard deep image classification can be
employed for both the FG and BG models where a net-
work Φ is optimized to output the per-class probability
p(k|xFG) = Φ(xFG) and a network Ψ to output the per-class
probability p(k|xBG) = Ψ(xBG).

Other options are to use existing pre-trained models and
exploit their representation. For instance, large-scale pre-
trained models [36, 40] may be particularly suitable for
modelling the BG with limited amount of supervision where
only high-level abstract concepts such as outdoor-indoor or
grass-beach-snow are important, preventing overfitting to
incidental particularities of the training images. Another
option would be to use different modality such as seman-
tic segmentation or tabular metadata connected to the BG
[5, 37].

Thanks to the decoupling of the FG and BG modelling,
the FG classifier can not learn BG shortcuts. It also in-
creases interpretability - for instance, if we encounter an
object from a well-known class in an unfamiliar environ-
ment and p(k|xBG) and p(k|x) are expected to be low while
the probability p(k|xFG) is expected to be much higher.

3.3. Fusion modelling
The fusion model is a lightweight module designed to com-
bine the outputs of base classifiers, such as FG and BG.
The fusion model’s optimization is independent of the op-
timization of the fused models, simplifying the fusion task.
Rather than learning all xFG × xBG combinations, it only
learns Φ(xFG) × Ψ(xBG), where |Φ(xFG)| ≪ |xFG| and
|Ψ(xBG)| ≪ |xBG|. The fusion models are designed with
interpretability in mind.

The fusion module can combine various models (e.g.,
FG+BG or FG+FULL). Although two-model combinations
are primarily considered, most methods can be extended to
accommodate additional models.

Let two pretrained models be denoted as Φ1 and Φ2,
which output logit vectors Φi(x) = zi ∈ RC . Apply-
ing softmax activations yields per-class confidences σ(zi).
Predictions and their confidences are obtained by ŷi =

argmaxk z
(k)
i and p̂i = σ(zi)

(ŷi).
Since deep neural networks are known to be poorly cal-

ibrated, potentially hindering model comparisons, (multi-
)temperature-scaled logits [13, 16] are considered, where
applicable. Details are in Appendix B.3.
Confidence fusion
1. Higher confidence: Selects the prediction with the
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highest confidence, setting p̂ = max(p̂1, p̂2).
2. Threshold prediction: Selects ŷ1 if p̂1 > t, otherwise

max(p̂1, p̂2). The parameter t, where t > 0, can be op-
timized to maximize accuracy on the validation set or
manually set to limit the influence of Φ2 (typically BG).

Logit fusion
3. Average: Computes ŷ = argmaxk(z1 + z2)

(k).
4. Weighted average: Selects ŷ = argmaxk(αz1 + (1 −

α)z2)
(k), where α ∈ [0, 1] maximizes val. accuracy.

Learnt logit fusion The learnt fusion modules introduce
more parameters, optimized via cross-entropy on the train-
ing set.
5. Fully-connected: A shallow FC network Ψ is trained to

predict p(k|x) = Ψ(Φ1(x),Φ2(x)) from the pretrained
models’ logits. This approach tradeoffs more parameters
for interpretability and overfitting risk.

6. Weighted logits: Generalize the one-parameter
weighted average from option 4 by learning per-
class weights w1, w2 ∈ RC , combining logits as
w1z1 + w2z2. The overfitting risk is reduced and
interpretability retained.
Multi-object-proposal fusion For multiple FG segmen-

tation proposals generated based on the top-k predictions of
the full classifier, there exists an FG and BG prediction for
each proposal. A straightforward approach would be to av-
erage all predictions. However, if segmentations represent
different regions, averaging might mix predictions for un-
related areas. Instead, only the confidence of the class that
generated the proposal is averaged with the proposal confi-
dence for that class.

3.4. Feasibility, fallback option
All previously mentioned models rely on the existence of
FG and BG, assuming successful zero-shot segmentation.
To mitigate issues with failed segmentation, a fallback op-
tion is introduced, where FULL prediction is used. Problem-
atic segmentation can be flagged when the detector output is
empty or segmentation confidence falls below a threshold.

4. Experiments
We evaluate our approach on four image classification
datasets, three of which are fine-grained:
• FungiTastic [38]: A challenging fine-grained fungi
species dataset with complex FG-BG relationships. The BG
can be helpful in some cases but may be constant or less
informative in others.
• Hard ImageNet [33]: A subset of 15 ImageNet [10]
classes with strong FG-BG correlations. We also introduce
two new test sets for this dataset, Hard ImageNet - Long
Tail (LT) and Hard ImageNet - Constant (CT), contain-
ing unusual or constant BGs to assess model robustness.
• Spawrious [28]: A synthetic dog-breed classification
dataset introduced for domain generalization. Each class

Figure 5. Extreme BG overfitting on the Fungitastic dataset [38].
Both the FULL (middle column, expected) and BG (right column,
surprising) images are correctly classified, with high confidence.
The likely reason is the presence of a unique “background” fea-
ture, the hand (bottom left) and the existence of a training image
(taken in a different year) acquired from a very similar viewpoint
(top left). The problem highlights the benefits of the interpretabil-
ity of S2R2: with uncertain FG prediction, one should not pick and
eat the mushroom no matter how confident the FULL or BG predic-
tions are. Note: the mushrooms in each row are the same species.

is associated with a specific BG type in the training set, but
the BG distribution changes in the test set.
• Stanford Dogs [19]: A dataset where the BG plays little
role in breed identification.
Additional details concerning the datasets are provided in
Appendix A.

4.1. Setup
Evaluation metrics. Recognition accuracy is reported as
the main evaluation metric. For the highly imbalanced Fun-
giTastic, macro-averaged accuracy (mean class-wise accu-
racy) is used. The result is averaged across five models with
different random seeds where available.
Segmentation. Segmentation masks are generated as out-
lined in Section 3.1. For fine-grained datasets, the model is
prompted with a meta-class label (“mushroom” for Fungi-
Tastic, “full dog” for Stanford Dogs and Spawrious).

For Hard ImageNet, text prompts based on GT labels are
used to generate segmentation masks during training. At
inference time, we prompt with the top-k predictions of the
full image classifier. The detection and segmentation mod-
els are OWL [30, 31] and SAM [20]. Masks are generated
for 90% of Hard ImageNet images, with negligible rates of
mask absence on the other datasets. In Appendix C, results
with the GroundingDINO [24] detector are reported.
Training - base classifiers. All experiments use ConvNeXt
V2-B [26, 54] from Timm [53], pretrained with a fully con-
volutional masked autoencoder (FCMAE) and fine-tuned
on ImageNet-1k, unless indicated otherwise. The classifi-
cation head is replaced to match the number of classes in
each dataset. The input size is 224× 224 and the batch size
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Figure 6. Per-class accuracy % increase or decrease w.r.t. full-
image performance on the proposed HardImageNet test set with
a significant BG distribution shift. The experiment confirms that
FGC (cropping image based on segmenation bounding box) is a
strong baseline, adding 5.5% in accuracy. The combined approach
performs the best, adding 8 % of accuracy. Surprisingly, the BG

classifier performs well on about half of the classes, probably due
to the information preserved by the mask shape, despite the do-
main shift.

is 128 for all datasets.
The learning rate is tuned for each dataset, either 10−4 or

5 × 10−5. Horizontal flip (50%) is applied for all datasets,
with Random Augment [9] used for FungiTastic as recom-
mended by [38]. The models are optimized by AdamW [27]
with the standard cross entropy loss for 20 epochs. Exper-
iments with alternative loss functions (focal, seesaw, bal-
anced CE) yielded no benefits, even for highly unbalanced
datasets like FungiTastic. The checkpoints with the best
class-averaged F1 score on the validation set are selected.

We train models for each of the following inputs: FULL
images, FG inputs (cropped FGC or masked FGM), and BG
inputs (with shape BGS or bounding box BGB). Each setup
is trained with five different seeds unless otherwise stated.
Figure 4 illustrates these input variants.
Evaluation - base classifiers. For fine-grained datasets,
each image has a single mask, and in cases of mask ab-
sence, both FG and BG models receive the full image for
evaluation consistency. For Hard ImageNet, where multiple
segmentation candidates need to be considered, we select
the prediction with the highest confidence.
Fusion models. Fusion models combine base classifier out-
puts as per Section 3.3. The standard fusion combines FG
and BG (+FULL image classifiers as fallback option), though
alternative combinations (e.g., FG + FULL) and different
seed variations are also tested.

4.2. Results
Detailed tables with evaluation results of the base classi-
fiers (different kinds of FG, BG, and FULL image models),
as well as all fusion models on all datasets, are presented in
Appendix C. Here, we summarize the main findings and an
overview is provided in Table 1.

balance beam / horiz. bar sunglasses / patio

Figure 7. The unexpected role of shape in BG modelling. When in-
vestigating the results on the Hard ImageNet dataset, many exam-
ples where found where full image prediction is incorrect but both
FG and BG (with shape) predictions are correct Possible explana-
tion: the mask provides the BG model with information about the
location of the target object and its shape, information not avail-
able to unlike the full image model.

miniskirt / howler monkey swim. cap / baseball player

Figure 8. Examples where FG model is correct and both full image
and BG models are incorrect on Hard ImageNet - Long Tail.

Full models. Standard full-image classification provides
a strong baseline across most datasets, with a moderate
drop in performance on the HardImageNet Long Tail (by
17%) and CT (by 7%) test sets compared to the original in-
distribution test set. A more significant performance drop
(from 99.9% to 38.7%) is observed on Spawrious between
the validation and test set, where the model overfits to BG
due to a substantial BG distribution shift between training
and test sets.

FG models. The FGC variant (cropping based on seg-
mentation bounding box) outperforms full-image models
on Fungitastic (by 0.5%), Stanford Dogs (by 1.4%), and
Spawrious (by 50.5%). On HardImageNet, it performs
best in controlled setups (“cheating setups” where ground
truth masks/ground truth labels prompt segmentation) but
does not consistently outperform in the general setup with-
out ground truth. Specific improvements include: from
97.31% to 98.03% on the original test set, from 80.88%
to 88.23% on LT, and from 89.7% to 95.76% on CT, see
Table 3 for more details. FGC generally outperforms FGM
(masked BG pixels) across datasets, except for Spawrious
and HardImageNet-CT.

BG models. As expected, both BG models perform
well on the original Hard ImageNet test set (95 − 96%),
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Datasets

Model Fungitastic HIN-Original HIN-Long Tail HIN-Constant Spawrious Stanford-Dogs

FG 44.00%±1.15 94.21%±0.77 79.82%±1.83 90.10%±0.76 95.44%±0.56 89.95%±0.45

BG 23.76%±2.08 96.21%±0.43 79.03%±1.93 89.50%±1.76 2.42%±0.66 50.79%±1.56

FG+BG 46.74%±0.84 98.03%±0.13 84.34%±0.66 92.32%±1.76 88.44%±3.39 89.74%±0.41

FG+FULL 48.72%±0.32 — — — 84.23%±11.3 91.45%±0.19

FULL 43.50%±0.73 97.31%±0.49 80.88%±1.84 89.7%±1.81 38.73%±8.18 88.52%±0.8

FG×2 48.16%±0.98 — — — 96.28%±0.22 91.03%±0.57

Full×2 47.75%±0.54 97.87%±0.19 83.85%±2.19 90.91%±1.43 38.07%±6.07 90.33%±0.03

Oracle FG+BG 49.19%±0.67 98.45%±0.38 87.26%±0.99 95.76%±0.76 95.46%±0.56 91.98%±0.37

Oracle FG+FULL 53.60%±1.01 — — — 95.53%±0.57 94.24%±0.28

Table 1. (top) The FG, BG, FULL and fusion models results. FGC is used in all experiments except in Spawrious and HIN-Constant. FG×2,
FULL×2 - ensambles of two classifiers trained with a different random seed. (bottom) Oracle ensembles providing an upper bound for
the fusion models. For Hard ImageNet (HIN) models, FULL prediction is included by default, other combinations with FULL are not
meaningful. Recognition accuracy is reported for all the dataset except for the highly imbalanced FungiTastic [38] where the mean class
accuracy is reported. Note: the fusion module may differ according to the dataset, for details, see text.

Domain generalization Ours

Method Accuracy Method Accuracy

ERM [51] 77.49% TV
GroupDRO [44] 80.58% Full 48.61%

IRM [C] 75.45% FGC 91.68%
CORAL [48] 89.66% FGM 94.39%
CausIRL [7] 89.32% BG 5.42%

MMD-AAE [22] 78.81% FGC + BG 87.25%
Fish [46] 77.51% Timm

VREX [21] 84.69% Full 87.26%
W2D [17] 81.94% FGC 96.09%
JTT [23] 90.24% FGM 96.01%

Mixup [56] 88.48% BG 24.96%
Mixup [58] 88.64% FGC + BG 91.65%

Table 2. Spawrious [28] – comparison to domain generalization
methods. All methods except for the entries below ‘Timm’, which
denotes a model from Pytorch Image Models, correspond to a
Resnet50 model from torchvision. The best and second best re-
sults are highlighted. FGC denotes cropping based on segmenta-
tion bbox, FGM also removes the BG pixels from FGC. Our results
represent a single run while the numbers in the left column rep-
resent an average across multiple runs - multi-run results for our
methods can be found in Supplementary.

which was designed to contain strong FG-BG correlations.
The performance significantly drops on the new Hard Ima-
geNet test sets, with the shape-preserving BG variant show-
ing better robustness. On Spawrious, both BG models per-
form poorly, while on Stanford Dogs, the shape-preserving
BG variant (50.79%) outperforms the non-shape variant but
still falls short of FG and full-image models. Interestingly,

HardImageNet Test Set

Model Original Long Tail Constant

FULL 97.31 80.88 89.7

G
T

m
as

ks FG 98.03 88.23 95.76
BG 95.33 78.23 66.46
FG+BG 98.61 90.62 93.94

G
T

la
be

ls FG 98.00 87.61 94.95
BG 98.00 79.20 68.69
FG+BG 98.93 92.48 90.91

w
/o

G
T:

To
p-
k

pr
om

pt
in

g With fallback option

FG 94.21 79.82 90.10
BG 96.21 79.03 89.50
FG+BG 98.03 84.34 92.32

Without fallback option

FG 81.07 65.49 66.67
BG 83.07 65.93 66.67

Table 3. Mean class accuracy on the HardImageNet dataset with
different segmentation setups. (top) GT masks, (middle) prompt-
ing with GT labels, (middle, botton) prompting with top-k pre-
dictions of full image classifier without any ground truth labels
or mask, where (bottom) shows the impact of removing the FULL

fallback option for cases where segmentation failed.

both BG variants perform well on FungiTastic, with the
shape variant roughly doubling performance (23.76%) on
this challenging dataset.

Fusion models. The performance and suitability of dif-
ferent kinds of fusion model differ for each data set. The
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first observation is that temperature scaling almost always
helps, no matter which fusion model is used. Overall, the
‘average logits’ fusion model has a fairly stable perfor-
mance across all datasets. When both FG and BG play an
important role in the training set images, such as in the
fungitastic datasets, the learnt weighted logits fusion ap-
proach usually outperforms the simpler ones. In extreme
BG domain shift cases such as in the Spawious benchmarks,
the fusion module may decrease the performance over the
FG only classifier while still significantly outperforming the
standard full image modelling.

The summary results in Table 1 show that the FG-BG fu-
sion models outperform the base models on all the datasets
except for Spawrious (as expected). The combination of
FG-FULL also outperforms FG-BG, FG×2, FULL×2 on Fun-
gitastic and Stanford-Dogs, showing it is beneficial to in-
corporate FULL as more than just a fallback option.

Comparison to domain generalization methods. To com-
pare our S2R2 approach for BG influence suppression to
previous domain generalization methods, we provide re-
sults of Resnet50 classifiers and compare to the results from
Spawrious [28] in Table 2. The experiments are carried out
with two Resnet50 models that differ in pretraining. The
first variant is the same as the domain generalization meth-
ods (torchvision), the second is from Timm. Both FG and
fusion models outperform the baselines, the FG model by a
large margin. Interestingly, the Timm pretrained Resnet50
model is more robust than the torchvision model, and stan-
dard full image modelling with the Timm variant outper-
forms many of the baseline methods. Again, our method
beats the baselines by a large margin.

Segmentation ablation on Hard Imagent. In Table 3, a
comparison of the fully-automated segmentation to cheat-
ing segmentation setups is provided. In the first set of ex-
periments, ground truth segmentation masks from [33] are
used to both train and evaluate all the models. In the second
set of experiments, ground truth labels are used to create
segmentation prompts during both training and evaluation.
The last set of experiments is the standard fully-automatic
setup which does not use any ground truth.

Surprisingly, the cheating setup with labels sometimes
outperforms the ground truth masks. We hypothesize this
can be attributed to the poor quality of the GT masks
(coarse), compared to the outputs of SAM (clear shape).

Per-class analysis on Hard ImageNet where FG, BG and
fusion model performance is compared to FULL on new test
sets with strong BG shift using GT masks is provided in
Figure 6. Examples of extreme overfitting to BG on Fun-
giTastic are shown in Figure 5.

Additional experiments with foundational models and
tabular metadata are provided in Appendix C.1, C.2.

5. Conclusion
This paper introduced “Segment to Recognize Robustly”
(S2R2), a novel approach to image recognition. S2R2 incor-
porates zero-shot segmentation into the recognition process,
enabling the decoupling of FG and BG modelling.

By separating FG and BG features and combining them
with a lightweight, interpretable fusion module, S2R2 en-
ables reaping the benefits of context-aware classification
while being robust to long-tail BGs or BG distribution shift.

Our experiments demonstrate that zero-shot BG removal
alone is a strong baseline across diverse datasets, consis-
tently outperforming standard full-image models in scenar-
ios both with and without distribution shift. Notably, on
the Spawrious [28] domain generalization benchmark, our
approach surpassed all domain generalization baselines by
a large margin – S2R2 achieved an accuracy of 94.39 %,
while the runner up achieved 90.24 %.

Experiments with combined modelling further show that
robustly incorporating BG information to the aforemen-
tioned baseline further improves performance on all in-
domain datasets with only a small trade-off in terms of ro-
bustness to BG distribution shift.
Limitations. A primary limitation of this approach is its
reliance on vision-language models, which may not gen-
eralize as well to niche domains. Additionally, while this
work demonstrates the effectiveness of S2R2, optimal fu-
sion strategies vary by scenario, no single fusion approach
works best across all settings. Finally, we focused on
demonstrating the benefits of the proposed approach but it
is important to mention our method introduces additional
computational complexity by requiring a detector, a seg-
menter, and multiple classifiers, which increases overhead
compared to standard classification pipelines.
Future work. This work opens up the space for several
directions of future work. First, we envision S2R2 applied
to more general settings by incorporating of class agnos-
tic detectors, removing the reliance on dataset-specific text
prompts. Another area consists of exploring other possibil-
ities of FG, BG and fusion modelling. For instance, occlu-
sion is removed in the FG space as part of the BG removal
and occlusion data augmentation of the FG input consists of
simply masking out portions of the image, without needing
to model different textures. Efficiency improvements could
leverage strong pretrained representations, such as those in
DINOv2 [36], to reduce computational demands. Finally,
the proposed approach is applicable to many other computer
vision tasks such as object detection and tracking.
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A. Datasets
FungiTastic FungiTastic [38] is a challenging fine-
grained unbalanced fungi species dataset with complex FG-
BG relationships and naturally shifting distribution. In this
paper we use the FungiTastic–Mini version of the dataset,
where the train set contains observations collected until the
end of 2021 (46842 images, 215 species), while the val and
test sets consist of observations from 2022 (9450 images,
196 species) and 2023 (10914 images, 193 species), respec-
tively. For rare species, only few samples were collected in
the training set, and may be missing in either validation or
test set.

The dataset images are accompanied by diverse metadata
such as time, GPS location, habitat, substrate, EXIF or toxi-
city level. The time, substrate and habitat attributes are used
to estimate the class priors in some of our experiments.

Hard ImageNet The Hard ImageNet dataset [33] is a
subset of 15 ImageNet-1K classes [10] with strong FG–BG
correlations, as observed in Single et al. [47]. GT segmen-
tation masks are collected using Amazon Mechanical Turk.
The objects in this dataset are less centered and the area
they cover is below average. Of the ≈ 19000 training im-
ages we reserve 10% from each class for validation. The
test set consists of 750 images.

For the purpose of assessing model robustness, we intro-
duce two new test sets for this data set.
Hard ImageNet - Long Tail (LT) contains 226 images with
unusual FG-BG combinations, such as “volleyball on snow”.
Hard ImageNet - Constant (CT) contains 99 images of
essentially constant BGs (commonly co-occurring objects
may still appear in the BG, such as snorkel and snorkel
mask). See Figure 9 for example images.

Figure 9. Images from the two new test sets for Hard ImageNet -
Long Tail (top) and Constant background (bottom).

Spawrious The Spawrious datasets [28] consist of images
with strong FG-BG correlations generated using Stable Dif-

fusion v1.4 [42]. We demonstrate our method on the O2O-E
Env1 dataset, where each of the 4 dog breed classes is as-
sociated with one of the 4 different backgrounds (Desert,
Jungle, Dirt, Snow) in the training set.

The BGs are permuted in the test set, creating a signifi-
cant domain shift.

Two variations of the Spawrious dataset are analyzed:
• For the Resnet-50 experiments in the main text and Table

10, where comparisons with the results from the original
paper [28] are reported, we follow the process of [28] in
which training set FG-BG combinations are set to 97%
(e.g. Bulldogs appear in Desert 97% of the time, and on
Beach 3% of the time ), while test set images for one class
always contain the same BG (test Bulldogs always appear
on Dirt BG). See [28][Table 2] for more details.

• For the rest of our Spawrious experiments, including the
main paper Table 1 and Table 9, the training correlations
are set to 100% as well.
Of the 12672 images in the initial training set, 10% are

reserved for validation.

Stanford Dogs The Stanford Dogs dataset [19], a curated
subset of [10], contains 20580 images of dogs from around
the world belonging to 120 species, with ≈ 150 − 200 im-
ages per class. A large portion of settings are in man-made
environments, resulting in larger BG variation compared to
other animal datasets. There are no strong FG-BG correla-
tions.

B. Methods
B.1. Segmentation
Fine-grained datasets For Stanford Dogs and Spawrious
datasets, segmentation masks are generated with the text
prompt ‘full dog’ while the prompt ‘mushroom’ is used for
the FungiTastic.

Hard ImageNet The segmentation method is described
in the main text, here we provide additional details.

The Segment Anything Model (SAM [20]) provides
high-quality masks given points or box prompts. Since the
text prompt capability for SAM was not publicly released, a
combination of GroundingDINO and SAM was adopted to
generate masks for the 3 fine-grained datasets (FungiTastic,
Spawrious, Stanford Dogs). Specifically, SAM is prompted
with the bounding boxes produced by the open-set object
detector Grounding DINO [24] from dataset-specific text
prompts, as discussed in the main text.

This works well in cases when it is known a priori that
an object matching the text exists in the image. Otherwise,
GroundingDINO is prone to false positives. This is the case
for Hard ImageNet, where we prompt an image with texts
corresponding to multiple labels. Then, false positive FG
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Figure 10. The relative role of FG and BG for the 215 FungiTastic classes shown by the weights of the learned weighted logits combination
model, i.e. Model 9. in Section B.3. The BGs has a higher weight for about 15%

outputs (e.g. a person) correlated to a different class (e.g.
sunglasses) may confuse the model. To mitigate this we re-
place Grounding DINO with the OWLv2 detector [30, 31],
at the expense of introducing more false negatives. A com-
parison of OWLv2 and GroundingDINO in terms of aver-
age number of object proposals per image is provided in
Figure 11.

B.2. Input options
We extend the different methods to create the x, xFG, xBG
images introduced in the main text. These are input options
for the FULL, FG and BG base classifiers, and represent the
rows in Tables 6-8. The different options are:
1. FULL images - the standard approach.
2. FGC undistorted: the image is cropped according to the

minimal FG segmentation bounding box and padded to
preserve the aspect ratio after resizing to a square.

3. FGC distorted: Same as FGC undistorted but without
padding. Since images are automatically resized as in-
puts for the networks, this version does not preserve the
original aspect ration.

4. FGM distorted: as before, but the BG pixels are masked
out before cropping the image

5. FGM undistorted: the BG is fully masked before cropping
the square (/padded) bounding box.

6. BGS: BG images with shape (the FG are masked, but their
shapes remain)

7. BGB: BG w/o shape (a minimal segmentation bounding
box masks the FG)

B.3. Combined models
Here we present the fusion models in detail, including the
temperature-scaled variants.

We consider two fixed trained models: Φ1 and Φ2, which
output logit vectors Φi(x) = zi ∈ RC , to which soft-
max activations are applied: σ(zi). Predictions are ob-
tained by ŷi = argmaxk z

(k)
i and their confidences by

p̂i = maxk σ(zi)
(k), i = 1, 2.

Since the predictions may be over/under-confident (i.e.
the confidences do not reflect the accuracies) and we want

to compare the confidences of different models, we opt for
calibrating them using the method of temperature scaling
[16]. This is done using a single parameter T > 0 for all
classes. Given a model Φ, the logits and confidences are
scaled by

z → z/T, σ(z) → σ(z/T ), p̂ → p̃ = max
k

σ(z/T )(k)

(2)
Note that the predictions of a fixed model do not change,
since the same parameter is applied to all classes. This pa-
rameter T is optimized such that the cross entropy loss is
minimized on the validation set.

For some datasets it may be desirable to apply differ-
ent scaling parameters for each class. Such a class-based
temperature scaling calibration methods was proposed in
[13], attempting to minimize the expected calibration error
(ECE) [34] on the validation set, while not decreasing ac-
curacy, by performing a greedy grid-search. This results in
modified logits:

z = (z(1), . . . , z(C)) → (z(1)/T1, . . . , z
(C)/TC) (3)

Confidence fusion
1. (Higher confidence) Between ŷ1 and ŷ2 choose the most

confident prediction ŷi, i.e. the one with confidence p̂i =
max(p̂1, p̂2).

2. (Higher scaled confidence) Again we choose the more
confident prediction ŷi, but now the confidences are
calibrated using temperature scaling (2), originating
from z1/T1, z2/T2, i.e. choose the one with p̃i =
max(p̃1, p̃2).

3. (Higher multi-scaled confidence) Like before, choose
the most confident prediction, but now the confidences
are calibrated using class-based temperature scaling (3)
instead of the single parameter scaling (2).

4. (Threshold prediction) We choose ŷ1 if p̂1 > t, oth-
erwise choose the higher confidence prediction. Here
t > 0 is a parameter maximizing the new prediction ac-
curacy on the validation set.
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Logit fusion
5. (Temperature-scaled logits average) Let z1/T1, z2/T2 be

the scaled logits vectors (2) from the two models and let
z̃ = 1

2 (z1/T1 + z2/T2) be their average. The prediction
is argmaxk z̃

(k) as usual.
6. (Temperature-scaled weighted average) As before, but

we take a weighted average of the scaled logits, z̃ =
αz1/T1 + (1 − α)z2/T2, where α ∈ [0, 1] maximizes
validation set prediction accuracy.

7. (Multi-scaled weighted average) As in the previous com-
bination, we take a weighted average, but now we aver-
age the class-based scaled logits (3) instead of the single
parameter ones (2),

Learnt fusion Finally, the predictions learned from the
combined logits on the train set are:
8. (Concatenate + FC layers) To model the interaction be-

tween outputs of Φ1 and Φ2, we create new (train, val-
idation and test) datasets by concatenating the logits for
each sample x:

Ψ(x) = (Φ1(x),Φ2(x)) = (z1, z2) =

(z
(1)
1 , . . . , z

(C)
1 , z

(1)
2 , . . . , z

(C)
2 ) ∈ R2C

(4)

We input (4) into a shallow fully connected network,
whose weights are learned from the training set, with
cross entropy loss. This can learn more flexible combi-
nations, but it lacks in interpretability and may overfit if
the number of classes is large.

9. (Weighted logits combination) Here we attempt to gen-
eralize the averages from combinations 5-7 by allowing
the weights to class-dependent vectors w1, w2 ∈ RC ,
representing combined logits as w1z1 + w2z2 =

(w
(1)
1 z

(1)
1 + w

(1)
2 z

(1)
2 , . . . , w

(C)
1 z

(C)
1 + w

(C)
2 z

(C)
2 ).

We optimize the cross entropy loss instead of the ECE
from (3), so gradient descent becomes applicable replac-
ing the grid search. We optimize the weights on the train-
ing set instead of the validation set. Compared to the FC
model 8, there are much fewer parameters, so there is
less risk of overfitting and the network weights are more
interpretable (see Fig. 10).

C. Additional experiments
The setup of the experiments is described in the main text,
where only a summary of the results was reported. Ex-
haustive results of all the base and fusion classifiers for all
datasets are reported in Tables 6 - 9.
Stanford Dogs. Our experiments show the BG plays little
role in breed identification on this dataset, see Table 8.
Resnet50 experiments on Spawrious. These additional
experiments use a LR of 10−5. As explained in Subsec-
tion A, we set the training set FG-BG correlations to 97%

Figure 11. Object detection by OWL+SAM and Ground-
ingDino+SAM on the Hard ImageNet validation set (≈ 1900 im-
ages). For each image, the zero-shot detector is prompted for each
class, producing s ∈ (0, · · · 15) non-empty segmentation masks.
The histogram of the s values is shown. For example, 51.3% of
images get a single OWL+SAM mask. The GroundingDINO re-
sults show a higher number of masks. The value of k is optimized
on the validation set.

to compare with the results in [28][Table 2]. The Resnet50
models are initialized with two sets of pretrained weights:
from Timm and from torchvision. The results are recorded
in Table 10 3.
Hard Imagenet with GT masks. This setting provides an
upper bound for the “segmentation during recognition” ap-
proach. The results are collected in Table 7. The origi-
nal test set has strong FG-BG correlations, and therefore BG
classifiers score very high (92.16/95.33%) by themselves
and FG+BG performs best. On the long-tailed BGs test set,
BG underperforms, but the (masked) FG + BG fusion still
dominates. On the CT BG test set all fusion models unsur-
prisingly underperform the (masked) FGs.

Test Test LT Test CT

FG OWL 96.40%±0.71 81.06%±2.06 90.10%±1.48

FG G-DINO 94.27% 78.32% 88.89%

BG OWL 96.45%±0.46 79.56%±1.54 89.29%±2.18

BG G-DINO 95.20% 69.47% 83.84%

Fusion OWL 98.03%±0.13 83.98%±0.71 91.52%±1.03

Fusion G-DINO 97.87% 80.09% 90.91%

Table 4. HardImageNet with automatic FG-BG generation and
comparison of OWL vs GroundingDino for object proposal gener-
ation. Fusion consists of FULL+FG+BG.

Hard Imagenet with automatic FG-BG generation This
method was introduced in the text as the “segmentation
during recognition” approach: the FULL classifier’s top-k

3The results in Table 10 are not directly comparable with Table 9 be-
cause FG-BG correlations are set differently. Also, the results slightly differ
from those in the main text, where a sub-optimal learning rate for the FULL
model was used. This does not affect any of the conclusions
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predictions guide the segmentation prompt generation. For
each sample we input k = 3 possible FG candidates in the
FG model (arising from 3 text prompts corresponding to the
most probable labels). From the 3 resulting logits vectors
we take the entry corresponding to the prompted label, and
then we take the maximum one to provide the FG prediction.
Similarly for the BG prediction. For the combination we av-
erage the logits component of the full image, FG and BG,
and again the maximum one provides the final prediction.
The results, as well as an OWL-Grounding DINO compari-
son, are provided in Table 4.
FungiTastic. Since this dataset is highly unbalanced, we
report the macro-averaged accuracy as the main metric.
Due to some rare species, the number of present classes is
smaller on the validation and test sets. The torchmetrics im-
plementation of the metrics, which we rely on in other ex-
periments, does not account for such a scenario and the met-
ric is implemented manually. Missing classes are removed
before averaging the per-class accuracies on the validation
and test sets.

The results are summarized in Table 6. The highest mean
accuracy is attained by the FG + FULL combination, by
a margin of ≈ 1%. This shows that the BG information
(which is part of FULL) is important for this dataset as well.

The learnt weights of the weighted logits fusion model
on the FungiTastic dataset are visualized in Figure 10.

C.1. BG model with FungiTastic metadata
The FungiTastic dataset comes with tabular metadata, some
of which are related to the BG. Inspired by the metadata
prior model of [5, 37], we study the performance of incor-
porating various BG-related metadata, namely the habitat,
substrate and month, with the FULL and FGC models.

Results in Table 5 show that all metadata kinds improve
the performance of both models. The habitat helps the most,
adding 3.8 % to the 43.5 % baseline of FULL and 4.2 %
to the 44 % baseline of FGC. For habitat and month, the
improvements from metadata fusion are greater for the FGC
than for the FULL, even though the FGC already performs
better than FULL. We hypothesize this could be due to the
suppression of BG influence in FGC, leading to better FG-BG
decoupling, which is one of the assumption of the metadata
model from [5, 37].

img +habitat +substrate +month

FULL 43.50 47.26 +3.77 45.42 +1.92 45.19 +1.70

FGC 44.00 48.22 +4.22 45.77 +1.77 45.80 +1.81

Table 5. Mean class accuracy of fusion models with BG represen-
tation [5, 37] based on tabular metadata (habitat, substrate, month)
on the FungiTatsic dataset. The increment over image-only per-
formance is also reported. The results are averaged across 5 runs
with different random seeds.

C.2. k-NN on few-shot datasets
All the previous experiments were conducted in a standard
supervised learning setup. Here, we report results of exper-
iments with large-scale self-supervised pretrained models,
namely DINOv2 [36] and CLIP [40], in a few-shot learning
setup.

The experiments are conducted on the HardImageNet,
FungiTastic and StanfordDogs datasets. The k-shot dataset
variants, k ∈ (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, 15, 20, 30, 40, 50), were cre-
ated by keeping only k training samples for each class.

The classifier is the standard k-NN classifier in the em-
bedding space with cosine similarity, where k is optimized
for each dataset on the validation set. The FGC (crop, no
masking) and BGS (preserving shape) variants of FG and
BG are reported. Fusion results with FG+BG and FG+FULL
where maximum confidence prediction is selected, as well
as oracle results where the correct prediction (if it appears
among the fused prediction) is selected, are also reported.

The results are shown in Figure 12. We can see that
for the DINOv2 model, FG has mostly comparable perfor-
mance to FULL, except for HardImageNet, where FG is sig-
nificantly better. Both fusion models help or maintain per-
formance on all datasets, but the BG inclusion significantly
hurts performance in some experiments. There is a signif-
icant gap between the fusion modules and the upperbound
gives by the oracles. The CLIP embeddings significantly
underperform the DINOv2 embeddings on all datasets. The
FG variant only outperforms FULL on the StanfordDogs
dataset. The FULL+FG fusion sometime improves perfor-
mance, but thei nclusion of BG in FG+BG again often hurts.

These results show that the ‘segment to recognize’
method can improve performance even in the few-shot set-
ting with large-scale pretrained models, without any fine-
tuning, but there are limitations which should be addressed
in future work.

15



(a) k-NN with DINOv2 embeddings

(b) k-NN with CLIP embeddings

Figure 12. Accuracy of k-NN classifiers – comparison of FG and BG handling methods, the respective line types and colours are listed at
the top of the figure. DINOv2 [36] (top) and CLIP [40] (bottom) embeddings on three few-shot dataset – FungiTastic, StanfordDogs and
Hard ImageNet. Horizontal axes: the number of training samples in each class (1-50). FGC (crop, no masking) and BGS (preserving shape)
variants of FG and BG are reported. The value of k is set by optimization on the validations set (separately for each experiment).
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Dataset train acc train macc val acc val macc test acc test macc

Full image 93.83%±3.33 86.2%±7.54 68.4%±0.61 45.94%±0.74 66.44%±0.72 43.5%±0.73

FGC undistorted 94.23%±3.1 86.84%±7.7 69.34%±0.9 46.88%±0.89 67.54%±0.67 44.0%±1.15

FGC distorted 94.7%±3.55 87.99%±8.5 68.93%±0.58 46.22%±0.52 67.3%±0.56 43.65%±0.54

FGM distorted 94.38%±2.86 87.99%±6.44 65.23%±0.67 41.88%±0.57 63.69%±0.38 39.48%±0.69

FGM undist. 93.15%±1.54 85.09%±4.18 64.79%±0.83 40.77%±0.19 63.35%±1.04 38.95%±0.43

BGS: BG w shape 78.88%±6.33 63.0%±8.58 45.27%±2.92 24.73%±2.42 43.1%±2.43 23.76%±2.08

BGB: BG w/o shape 74.45%±6.92 62.54%±9.58 21.45%±0.65 10.93%±0.38 19.32%±0.83 10.59%±0.44

Fusion models: FG+BG

Higher conf 95.19%±3.1 87.79%±8.09 68.47%±0.29 44.19%±0.83 66.83%±0.4 42.37%±0.79

Higher scaled conf 95.13%±3.03 87.62%±7.83 68.52%±0.43 44.31%±0.7 66.78%±0.51 42.19%±0.53

Higher multi-scaled conf 95.23%±2.95 88.36%±7.46 68.9%±0.41 44.74%±0.41 66.93%±0.5 42.65%±0.75

Threshold conf 95.06%±3.11 87.83%±7.98 68.75%±0.48 44.86%±0.79 66.97%±0.51 42.65%±0.67

TempScaled AvgPred 95.67%±2.75 88.79%±7.14 69.28%±0.48 44.9%±0.53 67.62%±0.52 42.93%±0.43

TempScaled WeightedAvg 95.65%±2.88 89.04%±7.48 70.05%±0.51 46.37%±0.4 68.22%±0.58 43.94%±0.68

MultiScaledWeightedAvg 95.75%±2.85 89.7%±7.2 70.3%±0.47 46.85%±0.52 68.35%±0.64 44.26%±0.65

Concatenate + FC layers 98.34%±1.21 96.97%±2.44 69.67%±0.37 48.63%±0.72 68.07%±0.31 45.1%±0.9

WeightedLogitsComb 97.1%±2.03 94.57%±3.79 71.08%±0.45 49.56%±0.63 69.57%±0.41 46.74%±0.84

Fusion: FG + Full image

WeightedLogitsComb 97.33%±2.29 94.64%±4.36 72.41%±0.35 51.53%±0.62 70.56%±0.36 48.72%±0.32

Fusion: Full image ×2

WeightedLogitsComb 98.36%±0.84 96.56%±1.71 71.7%±0.13 50.65%±0.47 69.57%±0.59 47.75%±0.54

Fusion: FG ×2

WeightedLogitsComb 97.32%±2.33 94.72%±4.59 72.18%±0.43 51.44%±0.72 70.32%±0.28 47.7%±1.05

Table 6. FungiTastic results
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Dataset train acc val acc test-original acc test-LT acc test-CT acc

Full image 99.86%±0.1 98.34%±0.06 97.31%±0.49 80.88%±1.84 89.7%±1.81

FGC undistorted 99.85%±0.22 98.98%±0.1 98.03%±0.48 88.23%±1.11 90.51%±2.09

FGC distorted 99.92%±0.1 98.59%±0.13 97.63%±0.5 87.79%±0.97 90.71%±1.81

FGM distorted 97.7%±0.11 95.9%±0.03 95.73%±0.34 85.13%±0.86 94.95%±2.02

FGM undist. 97.56%±0.16 95.5%±0.11 95.52%±0.22 84.42%±1.96 95.76%±1.94

BGS 99.86%±0.11 97.67%±0.15 95.33%±0.53 78.23%±0.66 66.46%±4.19

BGB 99.43%±0.32 93.77%±0.15 92.16%±0.26 58.67%±1.39 27.68%±0.9

Fusion: FGC+BG

Higher conf: FG vs BG 99.98%±0.02 99.06%±0.19 98.43%±0.27 87.35%±1.31 85.25%±2.09

Higher scaled conf 99.96%±0.06 99.18%±0.07 98.59%±0.18 88.14%±1.1 87.27%±2.21

Higher multi-scaled conf 99.96%±0.07 99.18%±0.1 98.59%±0.18 87.7%±0.96 87.68%±2.19

Threshold conf 99.94%±0.08 99.2%±0.07 98.51%±0.17 88.32%±1.55 88.69%±2.3

TempScaled AvgPred 99.96%±0.06 99.22%±0.06 98.61%±0.15 88.32%±0.86 87.47%±1.97

TempScaled WeightedAvg 99.94%±0.08 99.23%±0.06 98.43%±0.17 88.85%±1.58 89.49%±1.69

MultiScaledWeightedAvg 99.95%±0.08 99.2%±0.07 98.48%±0.18 88.67%±1.64 88.69%±1.81

Concatenate + FC layers 99.98%±0.02 99.13%±0.14 98.35%±0.38 87.61%±1.21 85.25%±3.16

WeightedLogitsComb 99.99%±0.02 99.24%±0.14 98.59%±0.18 87.96%±1.01 86.06%±1.66

Fusion: FG (with BG masking) +BG

Threshold conf 99.96%±0.03 98.94%±0.09 98.08%±0.36 90.09%±1.92 93.94%±1.89

TempScaled AvgPred 99.97%±0.02 98.96%±0.11 98.24%±0.3 90.8%±1.91 93.33%±1.69

Fusion: Full image ×2

Higher multi-scaled conf 99.94%±0.05 98.4%±0.11 97.87%±0.19 83.19%±1.88 89.9%±0.0

Table 7. HardImageNet results using GT masks (‘cheating’ setup)

Dataset train acc val acc test acc

Full image 96.72%±2.14 89.0%±0.22 88.52%±0.8

FGC undistorted 99.17%±0.73 90.23%±0.6 89.95%±0.45

FGC distorted 98.82%±0.69 89.9%±0.44 89.6%±0.37

FGM distorted 97.56%±2.13 88.44%±0.54 88.13%±0.37

FGM undist. 96.25%±2.62 80.71%±16.49 80.28%±16.86

BGS: BG w shape 96.75%±2.52 51.46%±1.48 50.79%±1.56

BGB:: BG w/o shape 94.8%±5.57 8.3%±2.7 8.1%±2.33

Fusion models FG+BG

Higher conf: FG vs BG 99.49%±0.4 87.79%±1.79 87.53%±2.09

Higher scaled conf 99.33%±0.38 89.34%±0.35 89.17%±0.44

Higher multi-scaled conf 99.32%±0.38 89.54%±0.45 89.16%±0.46

Threshold conf 99.01%±0.57 89.7%±0.39 89.5%±0.36

TempScaled AvgPred 99.41%±0.36 89.42%±0.45 89.24%±0.44

TempScaled WeightedAvg 98.98%±0.54 90.1%±0.37 89.74%±0.41

MultiScaledWeightedAvg 99.13%±0.42 90.21%±0.39 89.69%±0.44

Concatenate + FC layers 99.83%±0.1 84.81%±4.65 84.84%±4.73

WeightedLogitsComb 99.59%±0.33 88.62%±1.17 88.52%±1.17

Fusion FG + Full image

Concatenate + FC layers 99.64%±0.45 91.44%±0.23 91.45%±0.19

Table 8. Stanford dogs.
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Dataset train accuracy val accuracy test accuracy

Full image 100.0%±0.0 99.98%±0.02 38.73%±8.18

FGC undistorted 99.99%±0.01 99.93%±0.03 85.03%±7.27

FGC distorted 100.0%±0.01 99.93%±0.04 89.25%±4.28

FGM distorted 99.98%±0.03 99.69%±0.05 95.25%±1.27

FGM undist. 99.97%±0.02 99.75%±0.07 95.44%±0.56

BGS 100.0%±0.0 99.86%±0.04 2.42%±0.66

BGB 99.96%±0.03 99.22%±0.09 0.17%±0.05

Fusion models FG+BG

Higher conf: FG vs BG 100.0%±0.0 100.0%±0.0 42.05%±17.32

Higher scaled conf 100.0%±0.0 100.0%±0.0 34.8%±20.38

Higher multi-scaled conf 100.0%±0.0 100.0%±0.0 42.15%±22.82

Threshold confidence 100.0%±0.0 100.0%±0.0 88.44%±3.39

TempScaled AvgPred 100.0%±0.0 100.0%±0.0 36.84%±20.27

TempScaled WeightedAvg 100.0%±0.0 99.99%±0.02 39.95%±46.73

MultiScaledWeightedAvg 100.0%±0.0 99.99%±0.02 40.3%±46.54

Concatenate + FC layers 100.0%±0.0 99.98%±0.02 39.22%±30.51

WeightedLogitsComb 100.0%±0.0 100.0%±0.0 49.43%±14.03

Table 9. Result of ConvNeXt models on the Spawrious dataset.

Dataset Train acc Val acc Test acc

Timm Resnet50

Full image 99.76%±0.06 99.3%±0.19 87.38%±0.71

FGC undistorted 99.46%±0.05 99.12%±0.1 95.02%±1.04

FGCdistorted 99.06%±0.08 98.34%±0.22 94.26%±0.95

FGM distorted 98.81%±0.03 98.36%±0.11 94.83%±0.29

FGM undist. 99.06%±0.19 98.69%±0.17 95.42%±0.52

BGS 98.66%±0.12 97.54%±0.12 24.26%±4.39

BGB 95.67%±0.13 94.89%±0.27 0.72%±0.14

FG+BG fusion: Threshold conf 99.79%±0.05 99.55%±0.04 91.37%±0.8

Torchvision Resnet50

Full image 100.0%±0.0 99.85%±0.04 71.35%±3.72

FGC undistorted 100.0%±0.0 99.83%±0.05 95.0%±0.63

FGC distorted 99.99%±0.01 99.61%±0.08 94.97%±0.44

FGM distorted 100.0%±0.0 99.42%±0.08 95.22%±0.12

FGM undist. 100.0%±0.0 99.58%±0.05 95.59%±0.25

BGS 100.0%±0.0 99.21%±0.16 8.9%±1.38

BGB 99.76%±0.3 96.94%±0.08 0.36%±0.03

FG+BG fusion: Threshold conf 100.0%±0.0 99.91%±0.06 86.78%±3.95

Table 10. Spawrious. Resnet50 models with two different initializations (timm and torchvision).
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