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Abstract—Camouflaged image generation is emerging as a
solution to data scarcity in camouflaged vision perception, of-
fering a cost-effective alternative to data collection and labeling.
Recently, the state-of-the-art approach successfully generates
camouflaged images using only foreground objects. However,
it faces two critical weaknesses: 1) the background knowl-
edge does not integrate effectively with foreground features,
resulting in a lack of foreground-background coherence (e.g.,
color discrepancy); 2) the generation process does not prioritize
the fidelity of foreground objects, which leads to distortion,
particularly for small objects. To address these issues, we propose
a Foreground-Aware Camouflaged Image Generation (FACIG)
model. Specifically, we introduce a Foreground-Aware Feature In-
tegration Module (FAFIM) to strengthen the integration between
foreground features and background knowledge. In addition,
a Foreground-Aware Denoising Loss is designed to enhance
foreground reconstruction supervision. Experiments on various
datasets show our method outperforms previous methods in
overall camouflaged image quality and foreground fidelity.

Index Terms—Camouflage image generation, Latent diffusion
model

I. INTRODUCTION

Camouflage is a natural adaptation that allows organisms to
blend seamlessly into their surroundings. To explore this phe-
nomenon, camouflaged vision perception (e.g., camouflaged
object detection [1]) has gained increasing attention, aiming
to detect objects hidden in the environment. This task has
broad applications in various fields, including wildlife conser-
vation [2] and medical [3]. Despite its significance, the labor-
intensive process of collecting and annotating camouflaged
images hinders accurate detection and segmentation.

Recent advancements in generative models (e.g., GANs [4]
and Diffusion models [5], [6]) have introduced promising
avenues for generating synthetic data to alleviate the scarcity
of annotated datasets. However, most of these methods [7], [8]
are tailored to generic images, struggling to generalize well to
specific domains, e.g. camouflaged images, where maintaining
foreground-background texture consistency is crucial.

To better synthesize images of camouflaged objects, several
generative models have been proposed, which can be cate-
gorized into two classes: background-guided and foreground-
guided. Background-guided methods [10]–[12] manually se-
lect a background image and then alter the texture details of the

Original image LAKE-RED FACIG (ours)

Fig. 1. Comparison between the generated images by our method and
LAKE-RED [9]. The top row shows the complete images, while the bottom
row presents zoomed-in views of the highlighted areas. There exists a lack
of coherence between foreground and background in LAKE-RED, while
our method successfully enhances foreground-background coherence and
foreground fidelity.

given foreground object to match the background. The need
for artificially specified backgrounds increases labor costs, and
without deliberate selection, the result may lack contextual
rationale (e.g., an octopus in the sky). To address this issue,
LAKE-RED [9] first proposes a foreground-guided method,
which is based on the Latent Diffusion Models (LDMs) [6]
and VQ-VAE [13], to generate camouflaged images using only
foreground objects. This method is inspired by the high cor-
relation between the foreground features and the background
features in camouflaged images. By leveraging foreground fea-
tures to retrieve background information through a pre-trained
codebook, it successfully produces camouflaged images.

However, Fig. 1 illustrates two principal challenges in the
quality of generated camouflaged images: 1) visual inconsis-
tency (e.g., color discrepancy) between the generated back-
ground scenes and the foreground objects, and 2) distortion
in the reconstructed foreground objects, notably in smaller
objects. These issues stem from two main limitations in the
current models. Firstly, the background retrieval process only
ensures a basic level of foreground-background compatibility,
focusing on feature alignment rather than deep, interactive
fusion. This oversight results in texture and visual incon-
sistency between the foreground and background, weakening
the camouflage effect. Secondly, the denoising process within
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LDMs focuses on reconstructing the entire latent feature,
neglecting the priority of foreground fidelity. This approach
tends to blur or distort foreground objects, especially those
with finer details, thereby diminishing the image quality.

To mitigate the challenges mentioned above, we propose
a foreground-aware camouflaged image generation (FACIG)
model. We introduce a foreground-aware feature integration
module (FAFIM) to effectively strengthen the integration be-
tween the foreground features and the retrieved background
knowledge, bridging the texture gap between the generated
background scenes and foreground objects. Besides, we design
a foreground-aware denoising loss to enhance foreground
reconstruction supervision, resulting in clearer foreground.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:
• To address the inconsistency between background and

foreground, we introduce a foreground-aware feature in-
tegration module (FAFIM) that effectively integrates the
foreground features into the background knowledge.

• To maintain foreground fidelity, we design a foreground-
aware denoising loss that emphasizes accurate foreground
reconstruction during the denoising process.

• Extensive experimental results demonstrate the effective-
ness of FACIG in generating high-quality camouflaged
images, outperforming state-of-the-art (SOTA) methods.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Synthetic Dataset Generation

Synthetic data has been a cost-effective solution to data
scarcity in deep learning methods. Recently, the evolution
of generative models (e.g., GANs and Diffusion Models)
has further expanded the potential of synthetic data. Big-
DatasetGAN [7] exploits the feature space of a trained GAN
to produce data with pixel-level annotations. DatasetDM [8]
employs a text-to-image diffusion model and constructs a
unified perception decoder to generate data for various down-
stream tasks like segmentation, depth estimation, and pose
estimation. However, these methods concentrate on generic
image generation, failing to generalize to camouflaged images.

B. Camouflaged Image Generation

Camouflage image generation methods can be broadly
categorized into two main classes: background-guided and
foreground-guided approaches. The background-guided meth-
ods blend the foreground objects into the background images
by altering their texture and style. LCG-Net [12] adaptively
combines the features of the foreground and background
images by point-to-point structure similarity to hide the objects
in regions with multiple appearances. While these methods
successfully conceal objects within background images, they
require manual specification of backgrounds, increasing labor
costs. Motivated by this, LAKE-RED [9] first proposes a
foreground-guided method and utilizes foreground features to
retrieve background information through a pre-trained code-
book. However, foreground distortion and texture inconsis-
tency lead to poor image quality.

III. METHODOLOGY

A. Preliminary: Latent Diffusion Models

Our method leverages Latent Diffusion Models (LDMs)
[6], which perform the denoising process in latent space to
decrease the computational costs of high-resolution image
generation. Specifically, given an image x0, a pre-trained
autoencoder E is first utilized to encode x0 into a low-
dimensional latent representation z0. Then the forward process
gradually adds Gaussian noise to z0. The latent z at time step
t can be expressed as:

zt =
√
ᾱtz0 +

√
1− ᾱtϵ, ϵ ∼ N (0, I), (1)

where t ∈ {1, ..., T}, T represents the number of time step in
forward process, and ᾱt is a variance schedule. The reverse
process employs a conditional UNet ϵθ to predict the noise
added on z0. The training objectiveness is defined as:

L = Ez,t,ϵ∥ϵ− ϵθ(zt, c, t)∥22, (2)

where c is the condition guiding the generation process.
After T steps of the reverse process, the noisy latent is

recovered to z′0 with the noise removed. Finally, in this work,
we use a VQ-VAE-based decoder D to reconstruct the image
from this latent representation. The visual information from a
codebook e is integrated into the latent representation through
a quantization layer ν within the decoder. The decoding
process is expressed as:

x′
0 = D(ν(e, z′0)), (3)

where e ∈ RK×D, with K and D denoting the number and
dimension of latent embedding vectors, respectively.

B. Model Overview

The overall framework of our model is shown in Fig. 2.
Our model builds upon LAKE-RED [9], which is inspired by
image inpainting techniques and leverages LDM to generate
a background scene, conditioned by the information derived
from the foreground. Formally, given a source image Is and
an object mask ms, we first resize both to match the model’s
input size. This results in an input image I ∈ RH×W×3, and
a binary mask m ∈ {0, 1}H×W which indicates the object’s
location. Specifically, mi,j = 0, with i ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,H}
and j ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,W}, represents the object region to be
maintained and mi,j = 1 represents the background region
to be edited. The model takes {I,m} as input and outputs a
camouflaged image Ĩ. The condition c consists of a mask md

indicating the editable background regions, and a feature c̃f

guiding the generation. The condition can be defined as:

c = Concat
(

c̃f ,md
)
,

c̃f = cf ·
(
1− md

)
+ zrec · md, cf = E

(
If
)
,

(4)

where If = I ⊙ m̄ with m̄ = 1 − m, cf ∈ Rh×w×3, and md

is obtained by downsampling m with a factor f = 2n to fit
the required shape. Zrec denotes the background features we
aim to construct. Thus, c̃f can be interpreted as cf with the
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Fig. 2. Overall framework of FACIG, which comprises four stages: (1) compression of the input image into a latent space. (2) background knowledge retrieval
from the codebook. (3) foreground-aware feature integration, where foreground features are integrated into the background knowledge, and (4) denoising
process guided by the integrated features.

background regions filled by Zrec and the foreground regions
preserved.

The overall process of constructing Zrec is as follows: to
avoid losing foreground information due to resizing, we first
crop the foreground region from the source image Is. Since
the cropped object is typically smaller than the model’s input
size, we pad it to match the required dimensions, resulting
in Ic and the corresponding mask m̄c. We then derive the
cropped foreground features ccf by encoding the cropped
foreground image Icf , where Icf = Ic ⊙ m̄c. Following
LAKE-RED, we use Localized Masked Pooling (LMP) and
the Background Knowledge Retrieval Module (BKRM) to
retrieve rich background knowledge. Next, we introduce the
Foreground-Aware Feature Integration Module (FAFIM) to
effectively integrate the foreground features and background
knowledge to construct Zrec. Further details of the model
design are provided in the following sections.

C. Background Knowledge Retrieval

Since using only foreground features to generate diverse
background scenes is insufficient, we leverage the pre-trained
codebook e from VQ-VAE to provide rich background knowl-
edge. Specifically, foreground features xf are used to retrieve
background features xb from e. Note that the expressiveness of
the feature representation xf extracted from ccf significantly
influences the richness of the background knowledge that
can be retrieved from the codebook. To extract representative
foreground features, we employ SLIC algorithm [14] to cluster
the foreground regions into S superpixels. The representative
foreground feature vectors are then obtained by an averaging
function Φ that averages the features within each superpixel.

This process can be expressed as:

pi,1,pi,2, · · · ,pi,S = SLIC
(
cfi ,m

cd
)
,

xf
i,j = Φ

(
pi,j , c

f
i

)
=

Σw
x=1Σ

h
y=1 c

f
i,(x,y) · pi,j,(x,y)

Σw
x=1Σ

h
y=1 pi,j,(x,y)

,
(5)

where m̄cd is the downsampled m̄c. i is the channel index and
j is the superpixel index. This yields xf ∈ RS×3.

The retrieval process is operated by a multi-head attention
(MHA) layer with H heads, which can be formulated as:

xb = MHA
(
xf , eT , eT

)
, (6)

where eT is the transpose of e, and

MHA (Q,K,V) = Concat (h1,h2, . . . ,hH)WO,

hi (Q,K,V) = Softmax




(
QWQ

i

) (
KWK

i

)T
√
dk


VWV

i ,

(7)

with WO,WQ,WK ,WV the learnable weights, and dk the
channel dimension.

D. Foreground-Aware Feature Integration Module

To generate a background scene that better harmonizes
with the foreground object, we introduce a Foreground-
Aware Feature Integration Module (FAFIM) for integrating
the retrieved background information xb with the foreground
features cf . Specifically, we first add mask embeddings to cf
to provide region information and reshape it into a sequence
of patches xp ∈ RN×P 2×3, where N = hw/P 2, (P, P ) is the
resolution of each patch. These patches are then mapped to
foreground tokens Tf ∈ RN×C using a convolution projector,



with positional encoding (PE) added to further enhance the
awareness of the locality relationship between the foreground
and background. The process can be summarized as:

Tf = Conv
(
ME

(
m̄d

)
+ cf

)
+ PE, (8)

where ME (·) is a mask embedding look-up table.
The integration process begins by embedding the back-

ground knowledge xb into each token of Tf using an MHA
layer, along with a residual connection and layer normaliza-
tion, which can be formulated as:

Tfb = LN
(
MHA

(
Tf , xb, xb

)
+ Tf

)
. (9)

The resulting features Tfb contain both foreground features
and background knowledge. However, since cf lacks infor-
mation in the background regions, the foreground-background
integration only operates in the foreground regions of Tf ,
which will not be used to construct the condition c̃f . The
background regions of Tf only contain the background knowl-
edge from xb. To address this issue, we use a multi-head self-
attention (MHSA) layer to embed the foreground features into
the background regions. The formula can be written as:

Tinteg = LN
(
MHSA

(
Tfb

)
+ Tfb

)
,

MHSA
(
Tfb

)
= MHA

(
TfbP ,TfbP ,Tfb

)
,

(10)

where TfbP = Tfb + PE. By the MHSA layer, the fore-
ground features and the background knowledge interact with
each other, letting the background regions be aware of the
foreground features and encouraging consistency between the
generated background scene and the foreground. Finally, we
upsample the integrated tokens Tinteg and use an MLP layer to
reconstruct the GT image features z0 = E (I), z0 ∈ Rh×w×3.
The reconstruction features can be computed as:

zrec = MLP
(
upsample

(
Tinteg

))
. (11)

E. Loss Function
• Foreground-Aware Denoising Loss. The standard loss

function (Eq. 2) in LDMs minimizes the difference between
the predicted noise and the added noise across the whole latent
z0. However, in cases where the foreground object occupies
a relatively small portion of the image, the loss function may
result in the model achieving a low overall loss by primarily
reconstructing the background accurately, thereby neglecting
the detailed reconstruction of the foreground object. Motivated
by this, we reformulate the loss function as:

LFADL = Ez,t,ϵ∥w ·md · (ϵ− ϵθ(zt, c, t))∥22
+ Ez,t,ϵ∥(1−md) · (ϵ− ϵθ(zt, c, t))∥22,

(12)

which comprises two components: one for the foreground and
one for the background. To emphasize the foreground region,
we introduce a weighting factor w to upweight the foreground
component. w is designed to be negatively correlated to the
portion of the foreground object in the image. Thus, the
smaller the foreground object is, the larger w becomes, and
vice versa. Specifically, we define w as:

w =
1

α+ r
, r =

ForegroundArea

H ∗W , (13)

where r represents the ratio of the foreground area to the
image. To prevent huge values of w caused by tiny objects,
which can lead to harmful gradients and destabilize training,
we introduce the regularization term α to limit the weight’s
upper bound. In our experiments, we set α to 0.125, resulting
in an upper bound of 8 for weight.
• Overall Loss. The overall loss can be formulated as:

L = λLFADL + Lbgrec, (14)

where λ is the hyperparameter to balance the contributions of
the two losses, and Lbgrec is the loss of background latent
reconstruction, which can be written as:

Lbgrec = Ez∥(1−md) · (zrec − z0)∥2. (15)

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Experimental settings

• Datasets. Following LAKE-RED [9], we train our model
on 4040 real images (3040 from COD10K [15] and 1000
from CAMO [16]). For evaluation, we use three subsets:
Camouflaged Objects (CO), Salient Objects (SO), and General
Objects (GO) 1.
• Evaluation metrics. We evaluate the quality of generated
images using Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) [17] and Kernel
Inception Distance (KID) [18], which measure distribution
discrepancies compared to real camouflaged images. For fore-
ground fidelity, we calculate peak signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR)
and structural similarity index measure (SSIM) on foreground
objects, masking out background regions with object masks.
• Baselines. We compare our method with camou-
flaged image generation approaches (CI [10], DCI [11],
LCGNet [12], LAKE-RED [9]) and state-of-the-art generic
methods (TFill [19], LDM [6], RePaint-L [20]).

B. Performance Analysis

• Camouflaged Image Quality. Tab. I presents the quantita-
tive results on overall camouflaged image quality. Background-
guided methods yield higher FID and KID scores due to
domain gaps between manually specified backgrounds and real
camouflaged images. Foreground-guided methods generate
better background scenes from the objects. However, most
of these methods are designed for generic image generation,
leading to distribution discrepancies. In contrast, our FACIG
achieves the best performance, improving FID by 17.7% and
KID by 35.5% over the previous SOTA. This highlights
FACIG’s effectiveness in generating high-quality, realistic
camouflaged images with improved foreground-background
coherence.

Note that there is a performance drop for salient and general
objects in foreground-guided methods. This is due to the
complexity of the objects, where diverse classes and sizes
make it challenging to generate suitable background scenes to
seamlessly conceal them. Despite this, our method achieves
optimal performance, confirming the capability to transfer

1Due to space constraints, more details can be found in the appendix.



TABLE I
QUANTITATIVE OVERALL CAMOUFLAGED IMAGE QUALITY RESULTS OF OUR METHOD AND STATE-OF-THE-ART (SOTA) IMAGE GENERATION METHODS

ACROSS THREE SUBSETS. † INDICATES CAMOUFLAGED IMAGE GENERATION METHODS.

Methods
Camouflaged Objects Salient Objects General Objects Overall

FID ↓ KID ↓ FID ↓ KID ↓ FID ↓ KID ↓ FID ↓ KID ↓
Background-Guided / Image Blending

CI TOG′10 † 124.49 0.0662 136.30 0.0738 137.19 0.0713 128.51 0.0693
DCI AAAI′20 † 130.21 0.0689 134.92 0.0665 137.99 0.0690 130.52 0.0673
LCGNet TMM′22 † 129.80 0.0504 136.24 0.0597 132.64 0.0548 129.88 0.0550

Foreground-Guided / Image Inpainting

TFill CV PR′22 63.74 0.0336 96.91 0.0453 122.44 0.0747 80.39 0.0438
LDM CV PR′22 58.65 0.0380 107.38 0.0524 129.04 0.0748 84.48 0.0488
RePaint-L CV PR′22 76.80 0.0459 114.96 0.0497 136.18 0.0686 96.14 0.0498
LAKE-RED CV PR′24 † 39.55 0.0212 88.70 0.0428 102.67 0.0625 64.27 0.0355
FACIG (Ours) 27.61 0.0099 82.23 0.0326 96.94 0.0503 52.87 0.0229

Salient
Objects

General
Objects

Image Mask LCGNet TFill LDM RePaint-L LAKE-RED Ours

Fig. 3. Qualitative results of our method and SOTA image generation methods. The first two columns are the original images and the object masks.

TABLE II
QUANTITATIVE FOREGROUND RECONSTRUCTION RESULTS OF OUR

METHOD AND LAKE-RED. “(F)” REFERS TO THE FULL DATASET, AND
“(S)” REFERS TO SMALL OBJECTS.

Dataset Methods PSNR (f)↑ PSNR (s)↑ SSIM (f)↑ SSIM (s)↑
Camou. LAKE-RED 18.09 14.39 0.705 0.391
Objects FACIG (Ours) 20.80 16.86 0.808 0.572

Salient LAKE-RED 19.79 14.57 0.809 0.472
Objects FACIG (Ours) 26.06 20.49 0.943 0.805

General LAKE-RED 22.21 16.88 0.870 0.584
Objects FACIG (Ours) 23.50 17.85 0.906 0.716

images from generic to camouflaged.
• Foreground Fidelity. In view of the lack of definitions
in previous works, we define the small object, considering
the number of objects, as one having a surface area less
than 1/64th of the original image, which corresponds to
just 2×2 pixels in the latent features. We define a small
object as one with a surface area less than 1/64th of the
original image, equivalent to 2×2 pixels in latent features. The
CO, SO, and GO subsets contain 502, 261, and 510 small
objects, respectively. As shown in Tab.II, FACIG significantly
improves foreground fidelity, particularly for small objects,
across all subsets. While PSNR and SSIM may not fully

reflect human perceptual quality [21], our method consistently
improves these metrics, demonstrating effective foreground
reconstruction. Qualitative results in Fig. 1 show that LAKE-
RED suffers from severe foreground distortion, while our
method accurately reconstructs foreground objects.
• Visualization. Fig. 3 presents qualitative comparisons across
methods. LCGNet achieves strong concealment but yields un-
natural results due to overly concealed foreground objects and
contextual mismatches between foreground and background.
Foreground-guided methods (e.g., TFill, LDM, RePaint-L)
lack explicit background information, resulting in less co-
herent scenes. Similarly, LAKE-RED exhibits foreground-
background inconsistencies. In contrast, our method effectively
captures foreground features and ensures seamless integration
with the background, achieving superior visual quality.
• User Study. We conducted a user study to evaluate the
quality of generated camouflaged images. Twenty foreground
image sets were randomly selected, and results were generated
using various methods. Each participant rated the images based
on concealing capability, naturalness, and realism, selecting
their top three choices for each question. Feedback from
22 participants, mostly with deep learning backgrounds, was
collected. As shown in Fig. 4, LCGNet excels in Q1 for
concealing foreground objects but produces visually unnatu-
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Fig. 4. User study evaluating human preferences for camouflaged images generated by our method and SOTA methods.

ral textures and lacks contextual coherence. In contrast, our
method generates more natural and realistic images, with
the FAFIM module ensuring higher foreground-background
consistency.

C. Ablation Study of Component Effectiveness

We incrementally add components of our method to validate
their effectiveness. As shown in Tab. III, LFADL significantly
enhances foreground fidelity, improving overall image qual-
ity. Adding FAFIM further boosts quality, and incorporating
positional encoding into FAFIM, which captures background-
foreground locality, achieves the best results. Additional abla-
tion studies are in the supplementary.

TABLE III
ABLATION STUDY OF DIFFERENT COMPONENTS. “PE” REFERS TO

POSITIONAL ENCODING IN FAFIM.

LFADL FAFIM PE FID ↓ KID ↓ PSNR (f)↑ SSIM (f)↑
Baseline 64.27 0.0355 20.03 0.795

✓ - - 58.10 0.0266 23.19 0.881
✓ ✓ - 54.03 0.0239 23.18 0.880
✓ ✓ ✓ 52.87 0.0229 23.45 0.886

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose the FACIG model for camouflaged
image generation using latent diffusion. Our FAFIM mod-
ule enhances foreground-background integration, addressing
coherence issues, while a foreground-aware denoising loss
improves foreground reconstruction and reduces distortion.
FACIG surpasses state-of-the-art methods, delivering high-
quality camouflaged images with improved foreground fidelity.

REFERENCES

[1] Thanh Hai Phung, Hung-Jen Chen, and Hong-Han Shuai, “Hierar-
chically aggregated identification transformer network for camouflaged
object detection,” in ICME. IEEE, 2024, pp. 1–6.

[2] Melia G Nafus, Jennifer M Germano, Jeanette A Perry, Brian D Todd,
Allyson Walsh, and Ronald R Swaisgood, “Hiding in plain sight: a study
on camouflage and habitat selection in a slow-moving desert herbivore,”
Behav. Ecol., vol. 26, no. 5, pp. 1389–1394, 2015.

[3] Yu-Huan Wu, Shang-Hua Gao, Jie Mei, Jun Xu, Deng-Ping Fan, Rong-
Guo Zhang, and Ming-Ming Cheng, “Jcs: An explainable covid-19
diagnosis system by joint classification and segmentation,” IEEE Trans.
Image Process., vol. 30, pp. 3113–3126, 2021.

[4] Ian Goodfellow, Jean Pouget-Abadie, Mehdi Mirza, Bing Xu, David
Warde-Farley, Sherjil Ozair, Aaron Courville, and Yoshua Bengio,
“Generative adversarial nets,” NeurIPS, vol. 27, 2014.

[5] Jonathan Ho, Ajay Jain, and Pieter Abbeel, “Denoising diffusion
probabilistic models,” NeurIPS, vol. 33, pp. 6840–6851, 2020.

[6] Robin Rombach, Andreas Blattmann, Dominik Lorenz, Patrick Esser,
and Björn Ommer, “High-resolution image synthesis with latent diffu-
sion models,” in CVPR, 2022, pp. 10684–10695.

[7] Daiqing Li, Huan Ling, Seung Wook Kim, Karsten Kreis, Sanja Fidler,
and Antonio Torralba, “Bigdatasetgan: Synthesizing imagenet with
pixel-wise annotations,” in CVPR, 2022, pp. 21330–21340.

[8] Weijia Wu, Yuzhong Zhao, Hao Chen, Yuchao Gu, Rui Zhao, Yefei
He, Hong Zhou, Mike Zheng Shou, and Chunhua Shen, “Datasetdm:
Synthesizing data with perception annotations using diffusion models,”
NeurIPS, vol. 36, pp. 54683–54695, 2023.

[9] Pancheng Zhao, Peng Xu, Pengda Qin, Deng-Ping Fan, Zhicheng Zhang,
Guoli Jia, Bowen Zhou, and Jufeng Yang, “Lake-red: Camouflaged
images generation by latent background knowledge retrieval-augmented
diffusion,” in CVPR, 2024.

[10] Hung-Kuo Chu, Wei-Hsin Hsu, Niloy J Mitra, Daniel Cohen-Or, Tien-
Tsin Wong, and Tong-Yee Lee, “Camouflage images,” ACM Trans.
Graph., vol. 29, no. 4, pp. 51–1, 2010.

[11] Qing Zhang, Gelin Yin, Yongwei Nie, and Wei-Shi Zheng, “Deep
camouflage images,” in AAAI, 2020, vol. 34, pp. 12845–12852.

[12] Yangyang Li, Wei Zhai, Yang Cao, and Zheng-Jun Zha, “Location-free
camouflage generation network,” IEEE Trans. Multimedia, vol. 25, pp.
5234–5247, 2022.

[13] Aaron Van Den Oord, Oriol Vinyals, et al., “Neural discrete represen-
tation learning,” NeurIPS, 2017.

[14] Radhakrishna Achanta, Appu Shaji, Kevin Smith, Aurelien Lucchi,
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Foreground Focus: Enhancing Coherence and
Fidelity in Camouflaged Image Generation

Supplementary Material

This supplementary material includes: 1) details about the
experimental settings, 2) more ablation studies about the
design of the loss function and the hyperparameters of our
method, 3) more qualitative comparison of our method and
LAKE-RED, and 4) details about the user study.

A. EXPERIMENTAL SETTINGS

• Implementation Details. We implement our model using
PyTorch on NVIDIA Tesla V100 GPUs and A100 GPUs. The
model is initialized with a pre-trained LDM and incorporates
a pre-trained VQ-VAE as the autoencoder. During training,
the autoencoder and codebook remain frozen. The model
undergoes 50K iterations with a batch size of 8, and other
hyperparameters are set similarly to those in LAKE-RED.
• Datasets Following LAKE-RED [1], we utilize 4040 real
images (3040 from COD10K [2] and 1000 from CAMO [3])
for training our model. In evaluation, we collect three subsets
of data as testing data: Camouflaged Objects (CO), Salient
Objects (SO), and General Objects (GO). The CO subset
comprises 6473 images from the COD10K, CAMO, and
NC4K datasets [4]. For the SO and GO subsets, we employ
the datasets collected by LAKE-RED, which include randomly
selected images from DUTS [5], DUT-OMRON [6], and
COCO2017 [7], among others. SO and GO subsets are used
to evaluate the model’s capability for transferring images from
non-camouflaged to camouflaged.

B. ABLATION STUDY

• Analysis of loss function. We compared three alternative
function types for designing ω with our method, with the
function curves depicted in Fig. 5. The “Log” function is
defined as 1− 2log(r), and the “Reciprocal” function as 1/r.
The results are shown in Tab. IV. Without the upper bound
α, the “Reciprocal” function results in an excessively large
ω for small objects, destabilizing the training and leading
to the poorest performance. While the “Linear” function
still suffers from overweighting, the “Log” function provides
insufficient upweighting. In contrast, our method strikes an
optimal balance, achieving the best overall performance.
• Selection of upper bound for ω. As shown in Tab. V, we try
different choices of α in designing weighting factor ω within
LFADL. The reciprocal of α determines the upper bound of
ω. We find α = 1/8 works best. Note that for α = 1/16, the
excessively large ω for small objects destabilizes the training
process, leading to performance drop.
• Selection of patch size for FAFIM. We try different choices

of patch size in FAFIM. Based on the result illustrated in Tab.
VI, we choose P = 4 as the final patch size in our method.
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Fig. 5. Plot of various functions in the design of ω, showing respective
weighting factors as a function of object ratio.

TABLE IV
ABLATION STUDY OF DIFFERENT FUNCTIONS IN THE DESIGN OF ω. WE

PRESENT THE OVERALL PERFORMANCE ACROSS ALL SUBSETS.

Function FID ↓ KID ↓ PSNR (f)↑ SSIM (f)↑
Linear 55.67 0.0248 22.84 0.874
Log 53.99 0.0237 22.76 0.872

Reciprocal 63.25 0.0318 22.79 0.872
Ours 52.87 0.0229 23.45 0.886

TABLE V
ABLATION STUDY ON α SELECTION FOR LFADL .

α FID ↓ KID ↓ PSNR (f)↑ SSIM (f)↑
1/4 55.25 0.0249 23.34 0.883
1/8 52.87 0.0229 23.45 0.886

1/16 55.71 0.0252 22.99 0.878

TABLE VI
ABLATION STUDY ON THE PATCH SIZE P FOR FAFIM.

P FID ↓ KID ↓ PSNR (f)↑ SSIM (f)↑
2 61.56 0.0300 22.91 0.875
4 52.87 0.0229 23.45 0.886
8 55.92 0.0255 23.21 0.882

C. MORE VISUALIZATION

In this section, we provide more qualitative comparisons of
our method and LAKE-RED.
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• Comparison with objects of varying sizes. Fig. 7 illustrates
the comparison for objects of varying sizes. For large objects,
LAKE-RED reconstructs the foreground with visually imper-
ceptible distortion. However, for small objects, the limited
supervision in the foreground leads to severe distortion. In
contrast, our foreground-aware denoising loss improves fore-
ground reconstruction, particularly for small objects, achieving
higher fidelity. To further highlight this improvement, we
present more comparisons focusing on foreground fidelity for
small objects in Fig. 6. While LAKE-RED suffers from sub-
stantial foreground distortion, our method effectively preserves
foreground details with high fidelity.
• Comparison of overall camouflaged image quality. Fig.
8, Fig. 9, and Fig. 10 illustrate the comparison of overall
camouflaged image quality in CO, SO, and GO subsets,
respectively. As shown in the three figures, the images gener-
ated by LAKE-RED lack foreground-background coherence.
For example, the tone or the texture of the foreground is
different from that of the background. This phenomenon is
more noticeable in the last two samples in Fig. 8, where
LAKE-RED fails to extend the intricate foreground texture
to the background scene, resulting in a disjointed appearance.
In contrast, our method effectively integrates and extends the
foreground texture into the generated background, achieving a
more coherent and realistic result.

Original image LAKE-RED Ours

Fig. 6. Comparison of our method with LAKE-RED in small object
reconstruction. For each image set, the top row presents the complete images,
while the bottom row presents zoomed-in views of the highlighted areas.

D. USER STUDY

Fig. 11 shows the interface for human evaluation. Twenty
foreground image sets were randomly selected. For each image
set, we shuffled the order of the images to prevent biases.

Participants were asked to rate the generated results based on
three questions, selecting their top 3 choices for each question,
with 1 being the highest. Detailed feedback was collected from
22 participants, most of whom have a background in deep
learning.
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Fig. 7. Qualitative comparison of results for objects of varying sizes, with object size decreasing from left to right. For better visualization of small objects,
the foreground is zoomed in for the last two columns (red box)



Image Mask LAKE-RED Ours
Fig. 8. Qualitative results of our method and LAKE-RED in Camouflaged Objects subset.



Image Mask LAKE-RED Ours
Fig. 9. Qualitative results of our method and LAKE-RED in Salient Objects subset.



Image Mask LAKE-RED Ours
Fig. 10. Qualitative results of our method and LAKE-RED in General Objects subset.



Each of the following samples will provide an original camouflage image and an image of object,  
accompanied by six images generated according to the object. 

Original Image and Object: 

(a)

Images generated by different methods

Q1: Which result is the hardest to find?

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f)

1

2

3

(b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

Please select the top-3 images among these six that you think best match the description of the 
question. 

1 is the best match, followed by 2 and 3.

Fig. 11. The interface of our user study for human evaluation.


