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Figure 1. Illustration of Finer-CAM. Left: Sorted cosine similarity between the linear classifier weights of one class and the other classes,
averaged across all classes. Many pairs of classes are highly similar, yet neural networks can effectively distinguish them to achieve high
fine-grained classification accuracy. Middle: Standard CAM methods highlight main regions contributing to the target class’s logit value,
inadvertently including regions predictive of similar classes and overshadowing fine discriminative details. Right: We propose Finer-CAM
to explicitly compare the target class with similar classes and spot the difference, enabling accurate localization of discriminative details.

Abstract

Class activation map (CAM) has been widely used to high-
light image regions that contribute to class predictions. De-
spite its simplicity and computational efficiency, CAM often
struggles to identify discriminative regions that distinguish
visually similar fine-grained classes. Prior efforts address
this limitation by introducing more sophisticated explana-
tion processes, but at the cost of extra complexity. In this pa-
per, we propose Finer-CAM, a method that retains CAM’s
efficiency while achieving precise localization of discrimi-
native regions. Our key insight is that the deficiency of CAM
lies not in “how” it explains, but in “what” it explains.
Specifically, previous methods attempt to identify all cues
contributing to the target class’s logit value, which inad-
vertently also activates regions predictive of visually simi-
lar classes. By explicitly comparing the target class with
similar classes and spotting their differences, Finer-CAM
suppresses features shared with other classes and empha-

*Equal contributions

sizes the unique, discriminative details of the target class.
Finer-CAM is easy to implement, compatible with various
CAM methods, and can be extended to multi-modal mod-
els for accurate localization of specific concepts. Addition-
ally, Finer-CAM allows adjustable comparison strength,
enabling users to selectively highlight coarse object con-
tours or fine discriminative details. Quantitatively, we show
that masking out the top 5% of activated pixels by Finer-
CAM results in a larger relative confidence drop compared
to baselines. The source code and demo are available at
https://github.com/Imageomics/Finer-CAM.

1. Introduction

Deep neural networks can capture texture and structure in-
formation in images and leverage these features to rec-
ognize the corresponding classes [8, 9, 16, 36]. Thanks
to large-scale datasets and robust training processes, deep
learning algorithms have achieved classification accuracies
surpassing those of human experts [15, 39]. With these ad-
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vancements comes a growing interest in understanding the
mechanisms behind the successful classification of images.
Gaining insight into how specific features influence predic-
tions not only clarifies the decision-making process but also
enhances the model’s explainability [1, 7, 10, 25].

A popular method is class activation map (CAM), which
employs a linear combination of feature activation maps to
highlight image regions contributing to the prediction [37,
41, 48]. CAM is easy to implement, compatible with vari-
ous neural network architectures, and computationally effi-
cient [27]. However, it often struggles to identify discrim-
inative details in fine-grained classification tasks. For ex-
ample, in Fig. 1 (right), the major difference between Blue
Grosbeak and Grandala lies in the color of their wings, yet
Grad-CAM [37] focuses mainly on the body part. This
localization deficiency is commonly attributed to CAM’s
one-pass explanation process, which is unable to polish the
details. Recent works have thus explored more sophis-
ticated iterative perturbation [12, 27, 35] or interpretable
models [7, 29, 43] to improve the fine-grained explanation.

In this paper, we argue that CAM’s deficiency arises not
from its explanation process but from “what” it explains.
Ideally, in fine-grained tasks, explanation methods should
emphasize the distinctions between visually similar classes.
However, standard CAM methods explain the prediction
for each class independently, attempting to highlight all re-
gions associated with the category. This inevitably results in
coarser activation maps, sometimes covering entire objects.

More specifically, CAM aims to activate regions with
features that correlate with the fully connected classifier
weights and contribute to high logit values [37]. We visu-
alize the sorted similarity between linear classifier weights
in Fig. 1 (left). While the overall similarity is low after
model training, certain class pairs still yield high similar-
ity, indicating that they share some common features. For
instance, Blue Grosbeak and Grandala share similar body
features, differing primarily in subtle details, such as wing
color. When Blue Grosbeak (the true class) is used indepen-
dently as the explanation target in Fig. 1 (middle), the high
similarity in classifier weights results in activations nearly
identical to those for Grandala (a similar class). We thus
propose an alternative reason for CAM’s poor fine-grained
capability: as it focuses solely on the features predictive of
the target class, CAM overlooks the fact that these features
may also increase the prediction logits for similar classes.

Intuitively, discriminative regions are easier to identify
when similar images are provided for reference, much like
a spot-the-difference game. Inspired by this, we propose
Finer-CAM, a method that explicitly compares the target
class with similar classes to reveal the most discriminative
feature channels. Finer-CAM is extremely easy to imple-
ment and compatible with various CAM-based methods.
It simply requires changing the explanation target—from

“Bird” “Red epaulets”

Difference between
“bird” and 

“red epaulets”?

Red-winged
blackbird

Grad-
CAM

Target

Finer-CAM

Figure 2. Finer-CAM can be extended to multi-modal zero-
shot models to accurately highlight or mask out specific concepts.

the target class’s logit value to its difference with a refer-
ence class’s logit—applicable to both gradient- and score-
based CAM methods. This comparison effectively uncov-
ers key distinctions between similar classes and highlights
the corresponding regions in the images. Notably, Finer-
CAM does not require a reference image to be provided.
As shown in Fig. 1 (right), using Grandala’s linear classifier
weights, not its image, as a reference, Finer-CAM success-
fully identifies the difference in the wings.

Beyond compatibility, Finer-CAM’s spot-the-difference
mechanism provides several flexibilities for fine-grained
analysis. First, it supports comparisons with different ref-
erence classes, enabling Finer-CAM to identify distinct dis-
criminative regions for the target class, as shown in Fig. 7.
This is particularly valuable in biological domains, where
distinguishing different pairs of visually similar species of-
ten requires unique traits. Second, Finer-CAM allows users
to adjust the comparison strength—ranging from focusing
on the target class’s logit alone to emphasizing its differ-
ence from a reference class. This flexibility enables selec-
tive highlighting of coarse object regions or fine discrimi-
native details. Finally, this adjustability facilitates weighted
aggregation of comparisons across multiple similar classes,
producing more comprehensive and discriminative activa-
tion maps for the target class. Quantitatively, we show that
masking the top 5% of activated pixels identified by Finer-
CAM leads to a greater relative confidence drop in fine-
grained classification compared to baselines, demonstrating
its effectiveness in localizing discriminative regions.

Additionally, Finer-CAM applies not only to classifiers
but also to multi-modal zero-shot models [32]. As shown
in Fig. 2, comparing “red epaulets” with “bird” achieves
better localization of the concept on the bird than using only
the prompt “red epaulets.” This extension further enables
verification of whether the regions highlighted by class dif-
ferences align with expert-identified nameable attributes.

In summary, Finer-CAM offers a more nuanced under-
standing of model predictions than previous CAM methods
while retaining CAM’s computational efficiency.
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2. Related Work

2.1. Explainable AI
Explainable AI (XAI) aims to understand the decision of
complex black-box models, and saliency maps have been
one of the promising venues to provide reasonable explana-
tions. Method designs include local optimization [22, 35],
occlusion-based [11, 12, 30], gradient-based [3, 34, 38], and
CAM-based [26, 33, 37, 41, 48] methods. There is also a se-
ries of works dedicated to designing evaluation metrics for
XAI methods [5, 19, 44]. Among these XAI solutions, we
mainly focus on the CAM-based approaches.
Class activation map (CAM) uses a linear combination
of feature activation maps to illustrate the salient image re-
gions for a target class [48]. Existing methods differ by their
weight assignments across the activation maps. Grad-CAM
[37] applies classification gradients to indicate the impor-
tance of each channel, which is later refined by using pos-
itive partial derivatives [6], introducing extra axioms [13],
and fusing multiple layers [17]. Score-CAM directly uses
the influence of each activation map on the final prediction
as the corresponding weights [41]. CAM-based methods
can localize the target object with all contributing parts.
However, when it comes to fine-grained classification, the
capability to identify discriminative details is often limited.

2.2. Fine-grained Classification
Fine-grained classification aims to distinguish subordinate-
level categories within a general category, e.g., different
species of birds and models of cars [20, 23, 31, 40, 42, 45].
Unlike standard image classification, fine-grained tasks of-
ten involve subtle differences between classes, localized to
specific regions [46, 47]. While many cues contribute to
class prediction, only a few can deterministically distin-
guish an object from its visually similar counterparts. In
this work, we focus on spotting the differences between the
target class and similar classes and highlight these discrim-
inative details in the images.

3. Method

3.1. Preliminaries
Class activation map (CAM) is a technique to highlight im-
age regions that contribute to the classification prediction.
We denote a neural network classifier by f : X → RC ,
which maps the input image x ∈ X to prediction logits
y ∈ RC . During the forward pass, a network layer gener-
ates K feature maps A = {Ai}Ki=1 according to the channel
number. Consider a feature map Ak ∈ A and the predic-
tion logit yc ∈ R for class c. CAM assigns an importance
weight αc

k based on the contribution of Ak to the prediction
logit. The final saliency map Lc for class c is produced by
a linear combination of the feature maps:

Lc = h

(∑
k

αc
kAk

)
, (1)

where h(·) is an activation function, typically set as ReLU
to focus on features with positive effects on the prediction.

Grad-CAM [37] acquires the importance weight based
on the average back-propagated gradients with respect to
all grids in the feature map:

αc
k =

1

Z

∑
i

∑
j

∂yc

∂Aij
k

, (2)

where i, j represent the feature grid location in Ak, and Z is
the total number of feature grids. Score-CAM [41] obtains
αc
k by measuring the increase of confidence after applying

the feature activation map on the original image:

αc
k = f(x ◦Hk)

c − f(xb)
c, (3)

where xb is by default a zero input, Hk is the upsampled ac-
tivation map to the original image size, ◦ denotes Hadamard
Product, and f(·)c picks the prediction logit for class c.

3.2. Activation via Comparison
Despite various ways to determine appropriate weights for
each feature map, CAM often fails to highlight the most dis-
criminative regions in fine-grained classification tasks. In
such tasks, the distinctions among similar classes are of-
ten located in subtle details, whereas CAM tends to activate
across the entire object. We aim to understand this finding.

Consider the case where Grad-CAM is applied to the
last network layer before the linear classifier. It has been
proved in this case that αc

k equals the corresponding classi-
fier weight wc

k that transfers the feature map to the predic-
tion logit up to a proportionality constant (1/Z) [37]:

wc
k =

∑
i

∑
j

∂yc

∂Aij
k

. (4)

That is, the importance score of the k-th channel is exactly
the corresponding linear classifier weight. As suggested
in Fig. 1 (left), several fine-grained class pairs possess high
similarity. When CAM solely considers the target class c
for highlighting regions, it overlooks the fact that the corre-
sponding features may also be predictive of similar classes.

Fig. 1 (middle) illustrates this phenomenon. When CAM
is applied to a Blue Grosbeak image, the resulting saliency
maps for the true class and Grandala—a similar class—are
nearly identical. The blue body color not only contributes
to the correct prediction but also increases the logit for
Grandala, as both species share this feature. Consequently,
solely explaining the target class inadvertently limits CAM
from spotting discriminative regions.

3
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Figure 3. The pipeline of the proposed Finer-CAM method, with Grad-CAM as the baseline. An image is first passed through the en-
coder blocks and the subsequent linear classifier to acquire feature maps at the desired network layer and the prediction logits, respectively.
Different from standard Grad-CAM, we calculate the gradients of the logit difference between the target class and a visually similar class.
In this way, the produced CAM effectively captures and highlights subtle differences between these two classes.

Intuitively, identifying discriminative regions in an im-
age becomes easier when similar references are provided,
akin to a spot-the-difference task. Inspired by this, we pro-
pose Finer-CAM, which assigns activation weights by ex-
plicitly comparing the target class with similar ones. We
first use gradient-based CAM methods to demonstrate the
idea. Fig. 3 shows the pipeline of Finer-CAM.
Gradient-based Finer-CAM. The original Grad-CAM
only considers the prediction logit of the target class. We
propose to additionally involve similar classes, and calcu-
late the gradients of the logit difference:

αc,d
k =

1

Z

∑
i

∑
j

∂(yc − γ × yd)

∂Aij
k

, (5)

where yd is the prediction logit of a similar class d, and γ is
the comparison strength coefficient. Based on the differen-
tiation linearity, we can decompose the partial derivatives:

∂(yc − γ × yd)

∂Aij
k

=
∂yc

∂Aij
k

− γ × ∂yd

∂Aij
k

. (6)

Following the definition in Eq. (2), we obtain:

αc,d
k = αc

k − γ × αd
k, (7)

which we then use to replace αc
k in Eq. (1).

In short, instead of merely capturing features predictive
of class c in isolation, the proposed Finer-CAM identifies
those that positively contribute to class c while negatively
(or less strongly) contributing to class d. In Fig. 1, the blue
body is a shared trait between both species and does not
aid in differentiation. Therefore, it is less activated after the
comparison in Finer-CAM.
Aggregation. By controlling the comparison strength γ,
it is possible to adjust the distribution in the saliency map.
When γ = 0, Finer-CAM degenerates to the baseline Grad-
CAM and produces a coarse saliency map very much cov-
ering the object. In contrast, a larger γ leads to fine-grained

activation of details. See Fig. 8 for illustrations. With this
flexibility, we can also aggregate Finer-CAM with multiple
references to form the final saliency map for the target class:

Lc = ReLU

(
1

T

∑
t

∑
k

αc,t
k Ak

)
, (8)

where T is the number of compared reference classes. The
aggregation fuses the key distinctions between the target
class and multiple similar classes, making the produced
saliency map more comprehensive. Note that given the ex-
istence of the ReLU activation, the direct subtraction be-
tween two saliency maps cannot yield the same result as
Finer-CAM, which is further analyzed in Sec. 4.3.
Score-based Finer-CAM. The proposed Finer-CAM can
be applied to score-based CAM methods as well. Building
upon Eq. (3), we add a negative term to de-emphasize fea-
tures that positively contribute to a similar reference class
d. The resulting activation weights thus highlight feature
maps that would enlarge the logit difference between the
target class and the reference:

αc,d
k = f(x ◦Hk)

c − γ × f(x ◦Hk)
d − f(xb)

c, (9)

3.3. Extension to Multi-model Interaction
Typically, CAM is applied to explain a classifier on a spe-
cific task. However, it can also be extended to zero-shot
classification scenarios. For a pre-trained CLIP model [32],
the fixed linear classifier layer is replaced by text embed-
dings; the logits are calculated by the similarities between
visual and text embeddings. In this setting, CAM highlights
image regions that correspond to the semantics of the text
prompt. Similar to the classifier-based scenario, we per-
form comparisons between different text prompts, enabling
more flexible interaction and accurate localization of con-
cepts within the image.

A valuable application of this extension is verifying the
correctness of model activations. When both class and at-
tribute labels are provided, Finer-CAM can first be applied
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Figure 4. The visualization comparison between the proposed Finer-CAM and baseline CAM methods. For each group, we show
the target image, one example image from the most similar class, baseline CAM, and Finer-CAM’s results. Finer-CAM localizes and
emphasizes the discriminative details, and also suppresses some noise in the baseline CAMs.

to the standard classifier setting to obtain the saliency map
that highlights the class difference. Then, it can also be
used to generate saliency maps for notable attributes (e.g.,
“red epaulets” in Fig. 2). If the activations for classification
align with those for attributes, we consider that the classifier
correctly recognizes key traits. Conversely, if huge discrep-
ancies arise, the classifier might be biased by other factors,
or the provided attribute labels might not be comprehensive
enough to distinguish classes. Examples are in Fig. 9a.

3.4. Relative Confidence Drop
There have been a variety of metrics designed to evaluate
the faithfulness of XAI methods [2, 14, 19, 30]. However,
most of them solely focus on the prediction confidence of
the target class but overlook its relationship with similar
classes. As illustrated in Fig. 1, the features contributing to
the target class’s logit are also predictive of similar classes.
Therefore, we argue that the masked-out activated regions
should degrade the confidence of the target class but have
minimal influence on similar classes. Accordingly, we pro-
pose to use the relative confidence drop as the metric in this
work. Given an input image, we first record the initial con-
fidences pc for the target class and pd for the most similar
class. After masking a pre-defined percentage of the most
activated pixels, we again acquire the confidences pc⋆ and
pd⋆. The relative drop is calculated as:

RD = (pc − pc⋆)− (pd − pd⋆). (10)

Larger drops mean that masking the top pixels effectively
reduces the confidence in predicting the target class over the
reference, indicating more discriminative saliency maps.

4. Experiments

4.1. Implementation Details

We consider two application scenarios for Finer-CAM, i.e.,
the standard classifier and multi-modal zero-shot classifica-
tion settings. For the classifier setting, we employ a pre-
trained CLIP visual backbone and train a linear classifier
head on top using the Adam optimizer [18]. The classifier
is trained for 100 epochs on each dataset with a learning
rate of 3e-4. For the zero-shot setting, we directly use the
pre-trained CLIP model for inference [32]. We conduct ag-
gregation over the saliency maps generated by comparing
the target class with the top 3 similar classes. The weight γ
in Eq. (5) is defaulted as 0.6, unless stated otherwise.
Datasets. In this paper, we mainly adopt five fine-grained
classification datasets covering different general categories
including Birds-525 [31], CUB-200 [40], Cars [20], Air-
craft [23], and FishVista [24]. Please refer to the supple-
mentary material for more data details.

4.2. Experimental Results

We first compare the proposed Finer-CAM with different
baseline CAM methods including Grad-CAM [37], Layer-
CAM [17], and Score-CAM [41].
Visualization comparison. The visualization of example
saliency maps generated by baseline methods and our pro-
posed Finer-CAM is shown in Fig. 4. Finer-CAM shows
advantages over baseline CAM methods in three aspects.
First, when baseline CAM methods focus on regions that
also contribute to predicting similar classes, Finer-CAM lo-
calizes the discriminative details by explicitly spotting the
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Table 1. The quantitative evaluation results on the proposed Finer-CAM and baseline CAM methods. The abbreviations Del., RD., and
Loc. stand for deletion, relative drop, and localization, respectively. The best result in each group and column is highlighted in bold.

Method
Birds525 CUB Cars

Del. ↓ RD.@0.05 ↑ RD.@0.1 ↑ Del. ↓ RD.@0.05 ↑ RD.@0.1 ↑ Loc. ↑ Del. ↓ RD.@0.05 ↑ RD.@0.1 ↑ Loc. ↑

Grad-CAM [37] 0.079 0.174 0.245 0.024 0.101 0.113 0.582 0.024 0.055 0.067 0.561
+ Finer 0.076 0.192 0.260 0.024 0.112 0.121 0.629 0.024 0.060 0.071 0.565

Layer-CAM [17] 0.071 0.186 0.255 0.023 0.106 0.116 0.625 0.023 0.059 0.069 0.581
+ Finer 0.071 0.201 0.270 0.024 0.110 0.120 0.682 0.023 0.064 0.074 0.592

Score-CAM [41] 0.088 0.151 0.217 0.029 0.090 0.102 0.670 0.027 0.051 0.061 0.565
+ Finer 0.089 0.163 0.227 0.029 0.098 0.109 0.683 0.027 0.054 0.066 0.575
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Figure 5. The saliency maps by Grad-CAM and Finer-CAM
with deletion curves. In each group, the top-left is the target im-
age, while the bottom-left is an example image from the most sim-
ilar class. In addition to the prediction confidence of the target
class, we also show the curve of the second predicted class.

difference from those classes. Second, Finer-CAM empha-
sizes the key regions with noticeably higher activations. Es-
pecially for the Fish-Vista dataset, the key distinctions (eye
and lip in the first two examples) are assigned with high im-
portance by Finer-CAM. Last, Finer-CAM suppresses acti-
vation noises in the backgrounds. In the Grad-CAM-CUB
example, the background beach environment might bring
biases for predicting the target class. When the compared
classes correlate with a similar background, Finer-CAM ef-
fectively suppresses the activation on the background but
focuses sharply on the object.
Deletion curve. When the proposed Finer-CAM spots dis-
criminative regions in the images, a feasible way to evaluate
the efficacy is the deletion curve [30]. In Fig. 5, we show

the deletion curve for two example images. Different from
the standard usage where only the prediction confidence of
the target class (denoted as “true” in the figure) is consid-
ered, we additionally show the deletion curve of the second
predicted class. Ideally, the activated discriminative regions
should only represent the target class. Therefore, remov-
ing these pixels should diminish the prediction gap between
the target class and similar classes. We demonstrate that
the proposed Finer-CAM yields a smaller gap (the colored
area in the figure) when masking out the top 20 percent of
activated pixels, compared with the Grad-CAM baseline.

Dataset-wise, in Tab. 1, we present the average deletion
AUC results on Birds-525 [31]. However, there only exist
negligible differences between baselines and Finer-CAM.
We argue that firstly, as the activated regions are often fine-
grained details, it is meaningless to compare the whole dele-
tion curve. In addition, the deletion curve only focuses on
the target class prediction, but overlooks the relationship be-
tween similar classes. Therefore, we further apply the rela-
tive drop metric to illustrate the advantage of the proposed
Finer-CAM method.
Relative drop. Given that the activated regions are densely
located at discriminative regions, we only consider compar-
ing the relative drop when removing the first 5% and 10% of
total pixels, which is denoted as RD.@0.05 and RD.@0.1, re-
spectively. The results are shown in Tab. 1. When standard
deletion AUC yields similar results, the proposed Finer-
CAM provides a stable improvement over baselines on the
relative drop metric. The results suggest that the regions
highlighted by Finer-CAM are more discriminative for rec-
ognizing the target class.
Localization. Through comparison, Finer-CAM illustrates
better localization capability for fine-grained details. Ac-
cordingly, we run the energy-based pointing game [41] to
provide quantitative evaluation, where activations are ex-
pected to be distributed inside the bounding boxes of tar-
get objects. Based on the annotation availability, the ex-
periments are conducted on CUB-200 [40] and Cars [20].
The results are shown in Tab. 1, which suggest a substantial
advantage of the proposed Finer-CAM over the compared
baselines. The higher pointing game scores also indicate
better suppression effects of Finer-CAM on the noises.
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Figure 6. (a) Among images of the same species, Finer-CAM can generate saliency maps that consistently emphasize the same traits.
(b) The confidence drop (bars) and relative confidence drop (curves) results when masking out the top 5% activated pixels with different
comparison strength γ and aggregation strategies.

None 2nd prediction 3rd prediction 4th prediction

Figure 7. Comparing the target class with different similar
classes leads to a variety of activations. “None” denotes the
baseline Grad-CAM without comparison. The class names are:
Andean Siskin, Patagonian Sierra Finch, Canary, and Bananaquit.

Consistency. Explainable methods are expected to give
consistent explanations for instances within one class [19,
21]. In the context of CAM, different instances are sup-
posed to activate similar features. We visualize some ex-
ample saliency maps for images within the same class
in Fig. 6a. Although the images present different poses,
Finer-CAM consistently highlights the discriminative im-
age regions. We also include the comparison with more
XAI methods and additional results on more network back-
bones in the supplementary material.

4.3. Analysis and Discussion
In this section, we conduct further analysis of the proposed
Finer-CAM method. The method is by default applied on
Grad-CAM, which is identical to the “Fine-Grad-CAM” in
the last section. Birds-525 dataset is adopted for analysis.
Comparison reference. By comparing the target class with
a similar class, Finer-CAM spots the discriminative regions
in the images, where the activation map is dependent on
the difference between these two classes. Therefore, when

Table 2. The quantitative evaluation results when the target class
is compared with different similar classes.

Metric
Comparing Target

None 2nd Pred 3rd Pred 4th Pred Aggre.

Deletion ↓ 0.079 0.079 0.080 0.081 0.076
RD.@0.05 ↑ 0.174 0.198 0.178 0.174 0.192

𝛾 = 0.0 𝛾 = 0.2 𝛾 = 0.4

𝛾 = 0.6 𝛾 = 0.8 𝛾 = 1.0Fiery Minivet

Figure 8. With a large comparison strength γ, the activation only
focuses on fine-grained details. On the contrary, a small γ leads to
coarse activation covering the entire object.

changing the comparison reference, Finer-CAM will focus
on different cues for the target class. We first visualize
the produced activation maps in Fig. 7. The original Grad-
CAM highlights the yellow neck and chest regions, but the
similar classes also possess yellow body parts. Thus, by
conducting comparisons, Finer-CAM spots the wing, head,
and back for these top 3 similar classes, respectively.

We also conduct quantitative analysis to investigate the
influence of the comparison references using the deletion
and relative drop metrics in Tab. 2. Comparing the target
class with the second predicted class produces direct opti-
mization of the relative drop metric, while the aggregation
of all the similar classes yields the best results in general.
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(a)

Finer-CAMDirect SubtractionOriginal

(b)

Figure 9. (a) Finer-CAM can be applied to verify if the classifier learns faithful knowledge of the trait differences between classes. For
each row, we show images of the target class and the most similar class, together with the Finer-CAM results generated by the classifier and
the multi-modal model. (b) Directly subtracting saliency maps of similar classes from that of the target class will generate noisy results. In
contrast, Finer-CAM produces clean backgrounds and highlights fine-grained details.

Table 3. The comparison of different aggregation strategies. Del.
and RD.@0.05 represent deletion AUC and relative drop when
masking out the top 5% activated pixels, respectively.

Aggregation
Before ReLU After ReLU
Max Avg Avg

Deletion ↓ 0.081 0.080 0.081
RD.@0.05 ↑ 0.184 0.192 0.191

Comparison strength. The comparison strength γ repre-
sents the extent to which we want to suppress the features
that also contribute to predicting similar classes. As shown
in Fig. 8, a large γ produces saliency maps focusing on fine-
grained details, while a small γ leads to coarser results that
are similar to baseline CAM methods.

Additionally, we evaluate the influence of the compari-
son strength by quantitative metrics in Fig. 6b, where the
aggregation of multiple similar classes is also investigated.
As the comparison strength increases, the relative drop is
boosted at a fast pace and reaches the peak when γ = 0.8.
Further strengthening the comparison leads to slight per-
formance drops. The absolute confidence drop of the tar-
get class shows a similar trend. Based on both metrics, we
adopt the strength γ = 0.6 and the aggregation of the top 3
similar classes as our final design.
Aggregation strategy. There are multiple potential strate-
gies to aggregate the activations from different comparison
references (cf. Eq. (8)). Tab. 3 summarizes the comparison
of three aggregation ways. Generally, averaging the acti-
vation weights from difference references before the ReLU
operation yields the best performance.
Extension to multi-modal scenario. We present exam-
ples of applying Finer-CAM to the multi-modal scenario

in Fig. 2. When Grad-CAM is directly asked to highlight
the “red epaulets,” it only yields weak activations. Com-
paratively, by comparing the prompts of “red epaulets” and
“bird,” Finer-CAM accurately localizes or masks out the
target region. This extension provides flexible interaction
to activate specific text concepts in the images.
Activation faithfulness examination. Based on the above
extension, Finer-CAM can further be utilized to examine
the faithfulness of classifier prediction. We experiment
with the CUB-200 dataset [40], where the attribute differ-
ences between classes are provided in annotations. Fig. 9a
presents two examples. In the first row, among the three
different attributes, the classifier mainly looks at the crest.
The second example emphasizes the blue color around the
bird’s head, which is also captured by the classifier. The
results suggest that the classifier offers faithful prediction
consistent with the actual trait differences.
Comparison to CAM subtraction. Based on the analy-
sis in Eq. (7), the proposed Finer-CAM is equivalent to the
subtraction of importance weights. However, due to the ex-
istence of ReLU activation, the result cannot be directly ac-
quired by subtracting the saliency maps of similar classes
from that of the target class. We illustrate the difference
in Fig. 9b. While direct subtraction leads to noisy saliency
maps, Finer-CAM produces clean backgrounds and focuses
on discriminative regions.

5. Conclusion
We investigate CAM’s poor localization capability in fine-
grained tasks. We argue that the explanation should not only
focus on the target class but also consider visually similar
classes to highlight discriminative regions. Accordingly, we
propose Finer-CAM, a saliency map approach dedicated to
highlighting the regions that differentiate the target class

8



from similar ones. Finer-CAM produces accurate activa-
tions on fine-grained details, achieving much higher rela-
tive confidence drops compared with baseline methods. It
can be further extended to multi-modal zero-shot models
to accurately activate specific concepts. Without sacrificing
the simplicity and efficiency of CAM methods, Finer-CAM
opens up new possibilities for explainable AI venues.
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maze of explainable ai: A systematic approach to evaluat-
ing methods and metrics. arXiv preprint arXiv:2409.16756,
2024. 3, 5, 7

[20] Jonathan Krause, Michael Stark, Jia Deng, and Li Fei-Fei.
3d object representations for fine-grained categorization. In
ICCVW, pages 554–561, 2013. 3, 5, 6, 11, 12

[21] Scott M. Lundberg and Su-In Lee. A unified approach to in-
terpreting model predictions. In NeurIPS, page 4768–4777,
2017. 7

[22] Scott M Lundberg and Su-In Lee. A Unified Approach to
Interpreting Model Predictions. In NeurIPS, 2017. 3

[23] Subhransu Maji, Esa Rahtu, Juho Kannala, Matthew
Blaschko, and Andrea Vedaldi. Fine-grained visual classi-
fication of aircraft. arXiv preprint arXiv:1306.5151, 2013.
3, 5, 11

[24] Kazi Sajeed Mehrab, M Maruf, Arka Daw, Harish Babu
Manogaran, Abhilash Neog, Mridul Khurana, Bahadir Al-
tintas, Yasin Bakis, Elizabeth G Campolongo, Matthew J
Thompson, et al. Fish-vista: A multi-purpose dataset for
understanding & identification of traits from images. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2407.08027, 2024. 5, 11, 12

[25] Dang Minh, H Xiang Wang, Y Fen Li, and Tan N Nguyen.
Explainable artificial intelligence: a comprehensive review.
Artificial Intelligence Review, pages 1–66, 2022. 2

9



[26] Mohammed Bany Muhammad and Mohammed Yeasin.
Eigen-cam: Class activation map using principal compo-
nents. In IJCNN, pages 1–7. IEEE, 2020. 3

[27] Youngrock Oh, Hyungsik Jung, Jeonghyung Park, and
Min Soo Kim. Evet: enhancing visual explanations of deep
neural networks using image transformations. In WACV,
pages 3579–3587, 2021. 2

[28] Maxime Oquab, Timothée Darcet, Théo Moutakanni, Huy
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Appendix
The appendix is organized into the following sections. Ap-
pendix A provides more details of the method implementa-
tion and experiment settings. Appendix B discusses exper-
imental results on more datasets and model architectures,
and Appendix C presents more visualizations of the pro-
posed Finer-CAM.

A. More Implementation Details
A.1. Sorted Weight Similarity Distribution
We show the distribution of sorted weight similarity of three
datasets in Fig. 1. Here we provide the implementation de-
tails for reproducing the curves. First, we train a linear clas-
sifier for each dataset on top of the pre-trained CLIP visual
encoder [32]. The visual encoder is frozen during the clas-
sifier training. Next, we calculate the similarity matrix S
between the weights of the linear classifier with each ele-
ment Spq defined by:

Spq =
wp ·wq

∥wp∥2∥wq∥2
, (11)

where wp and wq represent the linear classifier weights for
class p and class q, respectively. The diagonal elements are
subtracted by 1 to eliminate self-similarity. The similarity
matrix is then sorted in descending order for each class:

Ssorted = sort rows(S), (12)

such that the first element of each row has the largest sim-
ilarity to the query class. Last, we compute the class-wise
average of the sorted similarity values to generate the dis-
tribution curve. The shaded regions in the figure stand for
standard variation. Therefore, the leftmost point of each
curve reflects the average similarity between one class and
its most similar counterpart. Although after model training,
the average similarity is low, for each class, there still exist
certain other classes with high similarities.

A.2. Activation Faithfulness Examination
Based on the extension to multi-modal zero-shot models,
the proposed Finer-CAM can be applied to verify if the
prediction of a linear classifier faithfully aligns with real
class attributes, as illustrated in Sec. 4.3. Here we provide
more implementation details of the process. The CUB-200
dataset [40] provides continuous attribute labels for each
class. Given one target class, we conduct subtraction be-
tween the attribute labels of the target class and that of the
most similar class. The top 3 attributes with the largest
value difference are selected as discriminative attributes,
and are to be highlighted in the image.

Next, we generate two saliency maps for one given im-
age of the specified class. The first saliency map is obtained

Table 4. Classification accuracy (%) of linear probing on DINOv2
and CLIP backbones on five datasets.

Model Birds-525 CUB-200 Cars Aircraft FishVista

CLIP 95.3 58.4 64.9 53.9 64.6
DINOv2 97.5 66.4 78.7 83.9 79.6

based on Eq. (5) to maximize the difference between the
target class and similar class prediction logits. It reflects the
distinctions recognized by the classifier model. The sec-
ond saliency map is obtained by setting text attribute labels
and the general category “bird” as comparing pairs in the
zero-shot classification setting. It shows the “ground truth”
difference between the two classes. Subsequently, we can
compare if the classifier-based saliency map activates sim-
ilar regions as the attribute-based one. An aligned saliency
map pair indicates that the classifier is looking at correct
hints to distinguish the image. Oppositely, if the saliency
maps misalign, either the classifier is not working as ex-
pected, or there are certain traits not labeled by the dataset.

A.3. Dataset Information

We utilized five publicly available datasets to evaluate our
method. Below, we summarize the key characteristics of
each dataset, including the number of categories, sample
distributions, and additional details provided by the respec-
tive dataset sources.

• Birds-525 [31]: This dataset comprises 525 bird species
with 84,635 training images and 2,625 validation images.
It provides a diverse collection suitable for fine-grained
classification tasks.

• CUB-200 [40]: This dataset is a benchmark for fine-
grained categorization with 11,788 images across 200
bird species. The dataset includes 5,994 training images
and 5,794 testing images, with detailed annotations such
as subcategory labels, part locations, and bounding boxes.

• Cars [20]: This dataset contains 16,185 images of 196 car
models, split into 8,144 training images and 8,041 testing
images. Categories include make, model, and year, mak-
ing it ideal for subtle visual recognition tasks.

• Aircraft [23]: This dataset comprises 10,200 aircraft im-
ages annotated across 70 family-level categories. The
dataset is divided into training, validation, and test sub-
sets of 3,334 images each, with hierarchical annotations
for classification.

• FishVista [24]: This dataset is a large collection of
60,000 fish images spanning 1,900 species, designed for
species classification and trait identification. We use
a subset of 414 species, with 35,328 training images,
4,996 validation images, and 7,556 test images. It in-
cludes fine-grained annotations and pixel-level segmen-
tations for 2,427 images.
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Table 5. The quantitative evaluation results on the proposed Finer-CAM and baseline CAM methods on FishVista and Aircraft. The
abbreviations stand for deletion, relative drop, and localization, respectively.

Method
FishVista Aircraft

Del. ↓ RD.@0.05 ↑ RD.@0.1 ↑ Del. ↓ RD.@0.05 ↑ RD.@0.1 ↑ Loc. ↑

Grad-CAM [37] 0.037 0.177 0.205 0.039 0.097 0.112 0.608
+ Finer 0.039 0.193 0.217 0.039 0.113 0.127 0.614

Layer-CAM [17] 0.049 0.163 0.181 0.037 0.101 0.113 0.662
+ Finer 0.049 0.196 0.210 0.039 0.113 0.124 0.664

Score-CAM [41] 0.051 0.158 0.188 0.050 0.074 0.086 0.595
+ Finer 0.052 0.174 0.203 0.050 0.085 0.094 0.602

Table 6. The quantitative evaluation results on the proposed Finer-CAM and baseline CAM methods with DINOv2 as the backbone. The
abbreviations stand for deletion, relative drop, and localization, respectively.

Method
Birds525 CUB Cars

Del. ↓ RD.@0.05 ↑ RD.@0.1 ↑ Del. ↓ RD.@0.05 ↑ RD.@0.1 ↑ Loc. ↑ Del. ↓ RD.@0.05 ↑ RD.@0.1 ↑ Loc. ↑

Grad-CAM [37] 0.252 0.041 0.069 0.171 0.124 0.157 0.500 0.088 0.222 0.280 0.619
+ Finer 0.250 0.049 0.080 0.165 0.151 0.185 0.530 0.091 0.243 0.306 0.632

Layer-CAM [17] 0.254 0.047 0.075 0.143 0.174 0.210 0.682 0.105 0.210 0.270 0.618
+ Finer 0.258 0.055 0.079 0.148 0.192 0.230 0.729 0.108 0.236 0.294 0.647

Score-CAM [41] 0.282 0.042 0.062 0.174 0.125 0.157 0.630 0.152 0.127 0.173 0.579
+ Finer 0.284 0.036 0.064 0.176 0.137 0.168 0.640 0.152 0.141 0.191 0.586

Table 7. The quantitative evaluation results on the proposed Finer-CAM and baseline CAM methods on FishVista and Aircraft with
DINOv2 as the backbone. The abbreviations stand for deletion, relative drop, and localization, respectively.

Method
FishVista Aircraft

Del. ↓ RD.@0.05 ↑ RD.@0.1 ↑ Del. ↓ RD.@0.05 ↑ RD.@0.1 ↑ Loc. ↑

Grad-CAM [37] 0.132 0.206 0.270 0.178 0.242 0.309 0.561
+ Finer 0.135 0.224 0.290 0.178 0.270 0.339 0.586

Layer-CAM [17] 0.129 0.215 0.278 0.168 0.286 0.367 0.729
+ Finer 0.134 0.220 0.288 0.170 0.312 0.383 0.749

Score-CAM [41] 0.154 0.159 0.210 0.198 0.182 0.257 0.611
+ Finer 0.159 0.173 0.229 0.203 0.194 0.264 0.653

B. More Experimental Results

B.1. Model Accuracy

We present the classification accuracy of linear probing
on two backbones, CLIP [32] and DINOv2 [28], on five
datasets. Tab. 4 summarizes the results. Generally, DINOv2
provides visual embeddings with better quality and achieves
higher classification accuracy.

B.2. Results on FishVista and Aircraft

In addition to Tab. 1, we also conduct the quantitative eval-
uation on the FishVista [24] and Aircraft [20] datasets. The
results are shown in Tab. 5. We can draw similar conclusion
as in Tab. 1, where Finer-CAM yields similar performance
on the deletion AUC as baselines, while performing much
better in terms of relative drop and localization metrics. The
performance superiority further supports the effectiveness

of the proposed Finer-CAM method.

B.3. Results on DINOv2

We adopt the pre-trained CLIP model [32] as the back-
bone in the previous experiments. Here, we further employ
DINOv2 [28] to extract visual embeddings for generating
saliency maps. We report the results on the five adopted
datasets in Tab. 6 and Tab. 7. Similarly, the proposed Finer-
CAM achieves higher relative drop and localization per-
formance compared with baselines. It indicates that Fine-
CAM can be applied to a variety of architectures and pro-
vide effective interpretation. It can be observed in Tab. 4
that the linear classifier trained on top of DINOv2 achieves
higher accuracy than that on CLIP. As a result, it requires
deleting more pixels to decrease the confidence of the tar-
get class, leading to larger deletion AUC values and smaller
relative drop in some cases compared with CLIP.
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Target Similar
Class RISE Grad-CAMMask Grad-

Finer-CAM Layer-CAM Layer-
Finer-CAM Score-CAM Score-

Finer-CAM

Figure 10. Qualitative comparison of the saliency maps generated by baseline CAM methods (Grad-CAM [37], Layer-CAM [17], and
Score-CAM [41]), the proposed Finer-CAM applied on these three baselines, and other XAI methods (RISE [30] and Mask [12]).

C. More Visualizations

C.1. Qualitative Comparison

We visualize more examples in Fig. 10 on different datasets.
The comparison also includes two XAI methods RISE [30]
and Mask [12]. The results are obtained with DINOv2 [28]
as the backbone. Comparatively, the proposed Finer-CAM
activates the most discriminative image regions that can tell
the difference between the target class and similar classes,
and also suppresses the noise in the background.

C.2. Extrapolation

The proposed Finer-CAM highlights those discriminative
image regions that maximize the prediction difference yc −
γyd between the target class c and the similar class d. We
have tested different γ settings from 0.0 to 1.0 in the main
text. We also visualize the extrapolation case when γ =
2.0 in Fig. 11. Generally, the activations are more tensely
highlighting subtle details.

C.3. Reverse Comparing
The reverse comparing aims to look for features predictive
of the similar class from the target image, which maximize
yd − yc. The visualization examples are shown in the last
column of Fig. 11. The generated saliency maps can locate
some traits that are predictive of the similar class, instead of
the traits highlighted by Finer-CAM.

C.4. Multi-modal Interaction
We demonstrate that in addition to interpret classifiers, the
proposed Finer-CAM can also be applied to multi-modal
scenarios to localize concepts in the images. We provide
more examples in Fig. 12. Using Grad-CAM with the
target concept alone often leads to inaccurate or wrong
activations. In comparison, with a base concept (e.g.,
“bird” or “car”) as reference, emphasizing their difference
produces substantially more accurate localization of fine-
grained traits or object parts. We also compare the local-
ization capability with a recent method GEM [4]. GEM is

13



Target
(𝑐)

Similar
(𝑑)

Grad-CAM
(𝑦!)

Finer-CAM
(𝑦! − 𝑦")

Extrapolation
(𝑦! − 2𝑦")

Reverse
(𝑦" − 𝑦!)

Figure 11. Visualization of the extrapolation and reverse comparing cases with Grad-CAM as the baseline. The first two columns
show the target image from class c and an image from the similar class d. The next two rows show the saliency maps generated by
Grad-CAM and Finer-CAM. Finer-CAM calculates the gradients of the difference between two prediction logits to acquire the activation
weights. Extrapolation further emphasizes the difference, while Reverse tries to look for the traits of the similar class in the target image.

Original Target

“beak”

Grad-CAM Finer-CAM GEM

“tail”

“wing”

“bird  
head”

“car   
headlight”

Original Target Grad-CAM Finer-CAM GEM

“car   
headlight”

Figure 12. Visualization of multi-modal localization of fine-grained traits or object parts. For each original image, we aim to locate the
target concept. By emphasizing the difference between the target concept and the original concept (“bird” or “car”), Finer-CAM accurately
localizes the target image regions.

capable to ground the target object in the images. However,
when asked to localize fine-grained traits or object parts, it
still yields activations over the entire object. Finer-CAM,
comparatively, is a better tool to highlight details.

C.5. Failure Cases

We also include some failure cases in Fig. 13. In these ex-
amples, the baseline Grad-CAM highlights large portions
of the images that are not the target objects. Through fur-
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Original Similar Grad-CAM Finer-CAM

Figure 13. Visualization of some failure cases where Finer-CAM
cannot produce better saliency maps than the Grad-CAM baseline.

ther analysis, it often happens when the classifier fails to
provide correct prediction. Under this circumstance, Finer-
CAM also cannot interpret the decision effectively.
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