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Abstract

Self-supervised methods for learning object-
centric representations have recently been applied
successfully to various datasets. This progress is
largely fueled by slot-based methods, whose abil-
ity to cluster visual scenes into meaningful objects
holds great promise for compositional generaliza-
tion and downstream learning. In these methods,
the number of slots (clusters) K is typically cho-
sen to match the number of ground-truth objects
in the data, even though this quantity is unknown
in real-world settings. Indeed, the sensitivity of
slot-based methods to K, and how this affects
their learned correspondence to objects in the data
has largely been ignored in the literature. In this
work, we address this issue through a systematic
study of slot-based methods. We propose using
analogs to precision and recall based on the Ad-
justed Rand Index to accurately quantify model
behavior over a large range of K. We find that, es-
pecially during training, incorrect choices of K do
not yield the desired object decomposition and, in
fact, cause substantial oversegmentation or merg-
ing of separate objects (undersegmentation). We
demonstrate that the choice of the objective func-
tion and incorporating instance-level annotations
can moderately mitigate this behavior while still
falling short of fully resolving this issue. Indeed,
we show how this issue persists across multiple
methods and datasets and stress its importance for
future slot-based models.

1. Introduction
Humans perceive and understand the world in terms of ob-
jects and their relationships. By gluing together raw per-
ception and symbol-like abstraction, objects form the fun-
damental building blocks of our higher level cognition, and
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Figure 1: Differentiating distinct failure modes. We show
that certain design choices influence the learned notion of
objectness in object-centric models and identify two com-
mon failure modes: (i) the model uses a too fine-grained
definition of objects, resulting in split-up objects (overseg-
mentation) and (ii) the model’s definition of objects is too
coarse-grained, leading to merging of objects (underseg-
mentation). Although these failure modes are contrary, it is
impossible to distinguish them with the common ARI met-
ric, whereas our newly proposed ARP and ARR metrics
clearly separate them (see also Fig. 2).

support many of our impressive generalization capabilities
(Spelke & Kinzler, 2007; Johnson-Laird, 2010). The goal
of object-centric representation learning is to replicate this
ability and, thus, afford neural networks a similar robustness
and capacity for systematic generalization. Self-supervised
learning of meaningful object representations is a challeng-
ing problem, and most work in this area is limited to well-
controlled synthetic datasets, though there has recently been
significant progress, with datasets becoming progressively
more complex and realistic (Karazija et al., 2021; Greff
et al., 2022; Sajjadi et al., 2022a; Elsayed et al., 2022). This
progress is driven largely by neural slot-based approaches
which learn to discover meaningful objects by iteratively
clustering their inputs into a set of slots (Greff et al., 2020).
In recent years, most slot-based approaches have been pow-
ered by Slot Attention (Locatello et al., 2020).

In said methods, the number of slots K is a hyperparameter
that is typically assumed fixed and chosen a priori to match
the intended (ground-truth) number of objects in the data.
Unfortunately, for real-world settings, the “true number”
of objects is usually unknown and can differ by orders of
magnitude depending on the scene and task. More funda-
mentally, even the definition of what constitutes an object
becomes less clear here and it is up to a certain degree
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task-dependent: Is a tree a single object or should every
branch and leaf be considered as a separate object? To scale
slot-based methods to real-world data then, it is important
to understand the effect of the hyperparameter K on the
learned object representations and their correspondence to
the intended objects in the scene. How sensitive are slot-
based methods to the choice of K, and what happens if it is
chosen too small or too large? The number of slots can often
also be varied after training, which raises an additional ques-
tion about its effect at inference time. Finally, what is the
effect of common variations such as changes in architecture,
slot initialization, and training objective?

In this paper, we present the first systematic study that in-
vestigates these questions in detail. In particular, we make
the following contributions:

• We propose analogs to precision and recall based on
the Adjusted Rand Index (ARI) (Rand, 1971) to quan-
tify the extent to which models are oversegmenting vs.
undersegmenting.

• We empirically evaluate three recent Slot Attention
based methods on five different datasets and provide
insights into their behavior for large ranges of K both
during training and inference time.

• Finally, we investigate the role of different learning
objectives and slot initializations on this phenomenon.

2. Background
Object-Centric Representation Learning in an unsuper-
vised fashion has been an active area of research for the past
years (Greff et al., 2020; Yuan et al., 2022). Although mod-
els for both images and videos have been scaled from simple
toy data (Greff et al., 2016b) to more complex datasets (Kipf
et al., 2022; Elsayed et al., 2022), there still remains a gap to
real-world data. Most approaches for object-centric learning
are slot-based, meaning that they aim to extract and repre-
sent distinct objects from the data into separate variables
(called slots) (Greff et al., 2020). Here, the maximum num-
ber of slots K is a hyperparameter that needs to be tuned.
There is work proposing more automated ways to infer the
number of slots, however, this comes with the cost of intro-
ducing other hyperparameters and shifting the problem to a
different stage of the inference (Engelcke et al., 2022; Bear
et al., 2020).

In this work, we focus on analyzing three methods in par-
ticular. Slot Attention (SA) (Locatello et al., 2020) is an
algorithm that iteratively extracts information from input
data and stores them into object slots using attention (Luong
et al., 2015; Bahdanau et al., 2015; Vaswani et al., 2017).
This means that slots compete for representing information,
based on the information they already contain. Effectively,

SA can be seen as a k-means clustering (MacQueen, 1967)
applied on learned features. Slot Attention for Video (SAVi)
(Kipf et al., 2022) extends SA from static images to videos
by introducing a transition network modeling the tempo-
ral dynamics of each slot. Furthermore, this architecture
can use additional signals to condition the model on cer-
tain objects, e.g., by using the bounding boxes of objects
in the first frame of a video. The Object Scene Representa-
tion Transformer (OSRT) (Sajjadi et al., 2022a) combines
SA with SRT (Sajjadi et al., 2022b), learning a 3D-aware
object-centric representation from multiple views. After
training, the model can synthesize novel views and their
corresponding object segmentation masks.

Model Evaluation and comparison between object-
centric models depends on the dataset and architecture: If
the full information used to generate the dataset is available,
readout performance for different object-specific properties
can be used to quantify the representations’ quality (Lo-
catello et al., 2020; Dittadi et al., 2022). However, if this in-
formation is not available, as is the case for most real-world
datasets, a different approach is needed. Here, a typical
approach is to take segmentation maps extracted from the
model1 and compare these with ground-truth instance-level
segmentation maps.

In the past, different metrics have been used for the eval-
uation of segmentation masks (produced by object-centric
models). For one, the Adjusted Mutual Information (AMI)
(Vinh et al., 2010) has been used to evaluate segmentation
masks of object-centric models. For another, the mean
Intersection-over-Union (mIoU) (Jaccard, 1901; Engelcke
et al., 2020), which includes solving a matching problem
between predictions and ground truth, and the mean Seg-
mentation Coverage (mSC) (Arbeláez et al., 2011; Engelcke
et al., 2020) have been proposed.

Finally, the go-to choice of metric in recent years is the
Adjusted Rand Index (ARI) (Rand, 1971; Hubert & Arabie,
1985; Greff et al., 2019) which treats the segmentation prob-
lem as a clustering task and measures clustering similarity
such that it is invariant under arbitrary permutations of the
clusters. For two segmentation maps X,Y ∈ ZN with up
to I and J classes, respectively, the ARI is defined as (Rand,
1971; Albatineh et al., 2006):

ARI(X,Y) =

∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij − EY′

[∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij

]
P +Q+ 2m− EY′

[∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij

] .

Here, mij denotes the matching matrix indicating how many
pixels are segmented as label i and j in X and Y respec-

1For example, in case of generative compositional models (e.g.
Burgess et al., 2019) the compositing mask, and in case of attention-
based methods the encoder’s attention map, can be interpreted as
such a segmentation map.
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tively. Further m =
∑

ij mij is the total number of pixels,

Q =
∑I

i=1 m
2
i+−m and P =

∑J
j=1 m

2
+j−m. The expec-

tation value used here is computed using a hypergeometric
distribution (Hubert & Arabie, 1985).

While a perfect ARI score is indicative of a model whose no-
tion of objects is well aligned with the target/human notion,
interpreting subpar scores is less clear. In particular, two
differently behaving models – one that learned a too coarse
notion of objects and merges independent ground-truth ob-
jects, and one that learned a too fine-grained notion and
splits up ground-truth objects into multiple objects – can
yield the same ARI score while clearly exhibiting different
failure modes (for example see Fig. 2). Note that the other
previously mentioned metrics share this shortcoming.

Further evaluation metrics were proposed in the domain
of image segmentation. Gong & Shi (2011) introduce two
metrics based on conditional entropies to detect over- and
undersegmentation. Further, precision and recall scores
based on the boundary contours of segmentation maps were
proposed (Martin et al., 2004). However, they have not
been applied for the evaluation of object-centric models
yet, and their value scales are incompatible with that of the
commonly used ARI score, complicating comparisons.

Although the mIoU metric appears similar to the (non-
adjusted) Rand Recall, note that it grants fewer insights
into a model’s behavior as it does not distinguish between
too large and too small segmentations. A similar argument
can also be made for the Mean Average Precision (mAP)
metric (Hariharan et al., 2014) and the proposed ARP, as
the mAP metric leverages the IoU metric.

3. Beyond ARI with Precision and Recall
To obtain a more complete picture of the behavior and per-
formance of slot-based models, we propose to use an addi-
tional set of metrics. Among other things, these allow us
to distinguish models that over- and undersegment a scene
and, therefore, provide more fine-grained insights into a
model’s behavior. As outlined in Sec. 2 and visible in Fig. 1
the commonly used ARI score groups models with differ-
ent behaviors resulting in a less detailed understanding and
detection of potential shortcomings of models.

Inspired by the notion of precision and recall from the in-
formation retrieval literature (Rijsbergen, 1979) we intro-
duce two extensions of the ARI metric for the evaluation of
object-centric models: The Adjusted Rand Precision (ARP)
measures how many pairs of pixels that are grouped together
in the model’s prediction belong to the same object in the
ground truth; conversely, the Adjusted Rand Recall (ARR)
measures how many pixel pairs of the same ground-truth
object are grouped together in the predictions. Here, the
term adjusted refers to adjusting the metrics for chance

agreement by normalizing them with the value expected for
randomly shuffled segmentation maps. Due to the similarity
with the ARI metric, resulting in the same value range, inter-
preting results remains relatively intuitive and ARI, ARP
and ARR can easily be compared.

Specifically, we define the ARP and ARR as:

ARP(X,Y) =

∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij − EY′

[∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij

]
Q+m− EY′

[∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij

]

ARR(X,Y) =

∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij − EY′

[∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij

]
P +m− EY′

[∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij

] ,

where mij ,m, P,Q are defined as in Sec. 2. While the
precision ARP(X,Y) measures the fraction of pixel pairs
belonging to the same segment in Y given that they do
in Y, the recall ARR(X,Y) measures opposite, i.e., the
faction of pixel pairs belonging to the same segment in
X given that they do in X. Note, that ARP and ARR
are antisymmetric with respect to their arguments, i.e.
ARP(X,Y) = ARR(Y,X) (see Prop. 2).

An illustration of the abilities of these metrics to quantify
a model’s behavior is given in Fig. 2. Specifically, we
compare the behavior of ARI, ARP and ARR for different
failure cases of models showing that ARP and ARR yield
insights into model failures indistinguishable by ARI.

We supply an implementation of these metrics in Listing 1,
while a more detailed definition and analysis of these metrics
are shown in Appx. A. Most importantly, the ARI score is
always bound to be between ARP and ARR (Prop. 4) and
the ARI can be seen as an F1 score of ARP and ARR
(Prop. 3). On a high level, the proposed ARP metric can
only be high if the model does not oversegment the input
(i.e., if it’s notion of objectness is not too fine), while the
ARR can only be high if the model does not undersegment
(i.e. if its notion of objectness is not too coarse). As we are
only interested in measuring how well the model discovers
and segments objects, we follow common practice (Greff
et al., 2016a) and ignore non-object pixels when computing
the metrics; we denote these variants of the metrics as FG-
ARI (Foreground ARI), FG-ARP and FG-ARR.

Although these metrics were not originally proposed by
Rand (1971), we chose their name to highlight the similarity
to the ARI – a metric computed over the entire segmen-
tation map – and at the same time distinguish them from
the sometimes used definition of precision/recall leverag-
ing segmentation contours (Arbeláez et al., 2011; Martin
et al., 2004). We also note that a set of related metrics was
previously mentioned in a different context, namely for the
evaluation of clustering results (Wallace, 1983) and medical
imaging (Arganda-Carreras et al., 2015).
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Figure 2: Evaluation metrics on toy data. The top shows
three segmentations with different characteristics: A) un-
dersegmentation, B) perfect segmentation, and C) overseg-
mentation. While ARI is sensitive to both failures, it does
not distinguish between A and C which have identical ARI
scores. In contrast, ARP and ARR allow one to easily distin-
guish these distinct failure cases. More details in Appx. C.

4. Experiments
An overview of the models and datasets analyzed in this
work is displayed in Fig. 3. Technical details on the archi-
tectures used can be found in Appx. B.

4.1. Sensitivity to the Number of Slots

We study the robustness of slot-based models towards do-
main mismatch/misspecification. For a fixed dataset, we
ask: How does the behavior of a model change when its
number of slots K is varied? How should K be chosen if
the true number of objects during training or inference is
unknown? And can simple unsupervised metrics such as the
reconstruction error (i.e. PSNR) for auto-encoding models
inform this decision? These are informative questions to be
able to apply unsupervised slot-based object-centric models
to real-world data as the number of objects is unknown and
might vary substantially across scenes.

To investigate this type of robustness, we begin by training
and evaluating 225 Slot Attention configurations (Locatello
et al., 2020) that vary the number of slots during training
and inference on the CLEVR dataset (Johnson et al., 2016).
For each configuration, we train three models with differ-
ent seeds, and measure the ARI, ARP, ARR and PSNR,
which we report in Fig. 4. To be able to compare, we also
train a large number of other slot-based models, including
OSRT (Sajjadi et al., 2022a) and SAVi (Kipf et al., 2022),
and train on other datasets such as MSN (Stelzner et al.,
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Figure 3: Overview of analyzed models and datasets. We
empirically investigate the sensitivity of three slot-based
models to the chosen number of slots, namely a vanilla
Slot Attention architecture, SAVi and OSRT. These mod-
els are trained and evaluated on image datasets — i.e.,
CLEVR (Johnson et al., 2016), MSN (Stelzner et al., 2021)
– and video datasets — i.e., MOVi-A/C (Greff et al., 2022),
CATER (Girdhar & Ramanan, 2020).

2021), CATER (Girdhar & Ramanan, 2020) and MOVi-A/C
(Greff et al., 2022). These results are summarized in Fig. 5.

During inference Focusing on the effect of changing the
number of slots during inference in Fig. 4 (vertical black dot-
ted line), it can be seen that when Slot Attention is trained
with a certain number of slots Ktrain that is close the to min-
imally required number of slots to represent all objects (i.e.
Kopt ≈ 11), increasing the number of slots Keval > Ktrain

during inference has little effect on both the ARI and ARR
and no effect at all on the ARP (compare also 8 to 5
empirically). However, it can also be seen that decreasing
the number of slots Keval < Ktrain mostly reduces ARP
and thereby also the ARI score 2 . Similarly, there is a sub-
stantial decrease in PSNR in this case. Taken together, this
suggests a viable strategy for applying object-centric models
to real-world data with unknown number of objects: Train
the model on a curated dataset for which an upper bound on
the number of objects is known and give the model access
to substantially more slots at inference time, e.g., as many
slots as objects might show up in the scene. Indeed, it was
previously shown that slot-based models are able to gener-
alize to scenes having additional objects at inference time
when enough slots are available, e.g. Greff et al. (2019);
Dittadi et al. (2022).

During training If we consider Slot Attentions’ behavior
when varying the number of slots only during training, then
it appears more sensitive to the specific choice of the number
of slots Ktrain in Fig. 4 (horizontal black dotted line). If the
model is trained with substantially too few or many slots (i.e.
Ktrain ≪ Kopt ∨ Ktrain ≫ Kopt) we observe low ARI
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Figure 4: Sensitivity of Slot Attention to the number of slots on CLEVR. We analyze the sensitivity of Slot Attention
during training and inference, measured by Foreground Adjusted Rand Index (FG-ARI, A), Foreground Adjusted Rand
Precision (FG-ARP, B), Foreground Adjusted Rand Recall (FG-ARR, C), and reconstruction quality (PSNR, D). See
Fig. 2 for a description of ARP and ARR. The black dotted lines indicate that the minimally required number of slots was
either used during training (vertical, analyzed in Sec. 4.1) or during inference (horizontal, analyzed in Sec. 4.1). The bottom
row shows the predicted segmentations for nine different combinations of Ktrain and Keval as indicated in A.

scores, indicating that the learned object decomposition is
not aligned with the ground truth. If Ktrain is set too high
the model yields a poor ARR while maintaining a high
ARP, indicating that severe oversegmentation occurs 6 .
On the other end, if Ktrain is too low both the ARP and
ARR decrease, hinting at a combined phenomenon where
the model merges some objects but splits others up too 4 .
Importantly, after training using a poor estimate of Ktrain,
the model’s performance can not be recovered at inference
time through a better estimate for Keval (compare to 5 ).

During training and inference The models in the previ-
ous two paragraphs were tested differently from how they
had been trained, and their behavior might be explained
by this domain mismatch. Here we consider the effect of
simultaneously changing the number of slots during training
and inference time using Ktrain = Keval. In addition to the
Slot Attention models on CLEVR, we now also consider a
variety of slot-based models — Slot Attention, OSRT and
SAVi — on multiple datasets — CLEVR, MSN, CATER
and MOVi-A/C. In Fig. 5 it can be seen how these mod-
els behave nearly identically across these datasets, and, in
fact, resemble the behavior of the toy models performing
over- and undersegmentation in Fig. 2. Moreover, compar-
ing Fig. 5A to the horizontal black dotted line in Fig. 4 we
observe many similarities, suggesting that the number of
slots used during training contributes more to the observed
behavior. We further analyze the dependence of model per-
formance on the number of ground-truth objects in Appx. D.

When there are fewer slots than there are possible objects

in the scenes (regime left of the vertical black dotted line in
Fig. 5), there does not exist a perfect solution anymore and
the model has to start representing independent objects in
shared slots. It can be seen that the ARI, ARP, and ARR all
correlate with the number of slots. As both the ARP and the
ARR are typically low for models having too few slots, they
are neither only performing over- nor undersegmentation
(unlike on CLEVR, cf . 1 ). Thus, we know that model is
typically not just putting objects into shared slots, but also
splits ground-truth objects up into parts and places (parts of)
different objects in shared slots. Note how this distinction
is not clear from only looking at the PSNR in Fig. 4.

On the other hand, when the model has more slots than
it potentially requires to represent all objects in a scene,
multiple conceivable behaviors are possible: 1) it could
simply leave the additional slots unused, 2) use additional
slots to split ground-truth objects into additional parts, either
aligned with a human notion of objectness operating at a
higher granularity level or arbitrary parts, or, 3) not bind
slots to individual objects anymore but instead default to
an (input independent) tessellation solution, i.e., it divides
the image into (seemingly random) patches. From Fig. 5
(regime right of vertical black dotted line) we observe that
the ARP remains relatively constant at a near perfect score
as we further increase the number of slots. At the same time,
both the ARI and ARR now decrease with an increasing
number of slots, which, therefore, tells us that the model
oversegments the image and splits ground-truth objects up
into multiple parts i.e., scenario 2) (see also 9 ), which can
not be concluded from looking at ARI or PSNR alone. Note
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Figure 5: Sensitivity of Slot-based Models on Various Datasets. Characterization of the sensitivity of Slot Attention
(SA) on CLEVR (A), the Object Scene Representation Transformer (OSRT) on MSN (B) and Slot Attention for Videos
(SAVi) on CATER (C), MOVi-A/C (D, E) through FG-ARI (blue), FG-ARP (orange) and FG-ARR (green). We see the
same pattern for all models and datasets, namely, that there exists an intermediate region with all high ARI, ARP and
ARR values whereas too few or too many slots lead to a drop in either ARR or ARP. All models used here use a random
slot initialization. The dotted line at eleven (five for MSN) highlights the minimally required number of slots to represent
the scene’s background and the maximum number of possibly occurring objects. Note that the first plot (SA on CLEVR)
corresponds to the bottom-left to top-right diagonal in Fig. 4.

that while the model does oversegment, it does not appear to
be splitting objects into arbitrary segments, but rather parts
that are (partially) aligned with human notion of objectness
(e.g., the sides of a cube are split into separate objects).

Correlation with PSNR Returning to Fig. 4, it can be
seen how the reconstruction quality (PNSR, Fig. 4D) is not
strongly correlated with ARI but rather with ARP (Pearson
correlation of 0.45 vs. 0.88). We also note that the PSNR
appears symmetric (Pearson correlation with its transpose
of 0.83), meaning the number of slots during training and
inference have similar effects on the reconstruction quality.
Indeed, it is clear that PSNR is a poor criterion for model
selection in slot-based models with regard to their ability to
discover meaningful objects.

4.2. Role of Training Objective

The analysis in Sec. 4.1 revealed that there is less of a
performance drop-off when increasing number of slots us-
ing Ktrain = Keval for OSRT compared to Slot Attention
(compare Fig. 5A & B). One key distinguishing factor be-
tween Slot Attention and OSRT is the novel-view synthesis
objective used in the latter (as opposed to auto-encoding),
whereby the model is trained to synthesize novel views
given new camera poses.

We investigate the role of novel-view synthesis further using
the MultiShapeNet (MSN) dataset (Stelzner et al., 2021),
which contains scenes with three distinct views per scene
for training purposes. We compare four types of models:
the originally proposed OSRT model predicting two target
views from one input view (OSRT, 1 to 2); Slot Attention
with an auto-encoding objective on all three views (SA,
AE); Slot Attention with a novel-view synthesis objective
predicting one target from two input views (SA, NVS 2 to
1); and Slot Attention with a novel-view synthesis objective

predicting two targets from a single input view (SA, NVS 1
to 2). The last model (SA, NVS 1 to 2) differs from the first
model (OSRT, 1 to 2) only in terms of the model architecture.
See Appx. B for details on the architectures used.

As before, we measure ARI, ARP and ARR while vary-
ing the number of slots using Ktrain = Keval, which we
report in Fig. 6. For the Slot Attention model with the AE
objective we see the same trend as in Fig. 4 for the CLEVR
dataset: ARI and ARR peak at the optimal number of slots
and decline for too many slots, while ARP increases with
an increasing number of slots. Interestingly, however, the
three models that are trained with the NVS objective are
substantially less sensitive to the chosen number of model
slots, regardless of the exact model architecture and the
number of target or input views. While it is still true that
the ARR decreases with an increasing number of slots, the
decline is much less severe and only becomes noticeable
at an extreme divergence between the chosen and optimal
numbers of slots (48 vs. 5). Further, as we see almost the
same performance for any of the models trained with NVS,
we conclude that architectural nuances or the number of
input/target views for the NVS objective are less important
than the inductive bias induced by the objective itself.

This supports our initial observation that a different train-
ing objective can induce a different object-binding behavior.
While it is encouraging to see that this objective can in-
crease stability across a larger range of hyperparameters, it
is surprising that it appears to adopt the specific notion of
objectness (and thus level of granularity) used in the ground
truth, and is not inclined to use a more fine-grained object
segmentation.We hypothesize that this behavior is due to a
stronger inductive bias by the NVS objective bias against
oversegmentation as parts of objects are never independently
varied, i.e., seen from a view other than the object they be-
long to. Therefore, the model does not gain an advantage
by splitting the object up into parts.
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Figure 6: SA and OSRT on MSN. Comparison of the sensitivity of different slot-based architectures and training objectives
to the number of slots: Object Scene Representation Transformer (OSRT), Slot Attention (SA) with an auto-encoder (AE)
and novel-view-synthesis (NVS) objective. The suffix k to n means that the model predicts n target from k input views.

4.3. Steering Slots via Conditioning

In the absence of any further supervision or control signal,
splitting up an image into objects is in principle ill-defined,
since we can not expect the model to settle on the desired
level of granularity of what constitutes an object. For exam-
ple, should a tree be treated as a single object or as separate
objects (e.g., its trunk, branches and leaves)? From a prac-
tical perspective, there is no clear answer as the relevant
level of detail can depend on the downstream task to solve
(e.g., counting trees vs. counting how many leaves each tree
has). Thus, a model should have a flexible way to adjust its
internal granularity level, ideally controlled by an additional
input (i.e., conditioning) signal (Greff et al., 2020).

Bounding Box Conditioning As mentioned in Sec. 2,
the SAVi architecture (Kipf et al., 2022) allows uses such
conditioning signals in the form of bounding-box annota-
tions of objects in the first frame of the videos. This lets
us evaluate how well bounding-box conditioning can be
used to determine the granularity level internally assumed
by the model and overcome the previously observed sen-
sitivity to the number of slots. A comparison of models
without additional input information (unconditioned) with
models having access to the bounding boxes of objects in
the first frame (conditioned) for the MOVi-A/C (Greff et al.,
2022) datasets is displayed in Fig. 7. Here, we see that
conditioning is helpful: for MOVi-A it improves the ARR
without affecting the ARP and for the more complex MOVi-
C dataset, it improves both ARR and ARP.

Based on these findings, we evaluate whether additional
information can further improve the performance: Instead
of just using the bounding-box information in the first frame
to condition the model on objects, we use the bounding-
box information in the last frame as a regression signal
(supervised). Note that as SAVi is trained on small con-
secutive video snippets, this method effectively does not
require more annotated data if videos are cut such that the
last and first frame of the neighboring snippets are identical.

0.0

1.0

FG
-A

RI

MOVi-A MOVi-C

0.0

1.0
FG

-A
RP Unconditioned

Conditioned
Supervised

2 3 5 8 11 20 32 64
# Slots

0.0

1.0

FG
-A

RR

2 3 5 8 11 20 32 64
# Slots

Figure 7: SA on MOVi-A/C. Sensitivity of Slot Atten-
tion for Video (SAVi) to the number of slots for different
training variants: an unsupervised model trained on pixels
only (unconditioned); an unsupervised model trained on
pixels and the bounding-boxes of objects in the first frame
(conditioned); the same as the conditioned model but with
additional supervised bounding-box regression in the last
frame. Scenes in both datasets contain up to 10 objects,
meaning that 11 slots (dotted line) are sufficient to represent
all objects and the scene’s background

This approach again improves performance for both datasets
(Fig. 7). Specifically, it stabilizes the ARR score substan-
tially as we increase the number of slots beyond what is
required by the ground-truth annotation.

Influence of Initialization of Unconditioned Slots When
not using any conditioning information, one still needs to
initialize the slots used by Slot Attention. Common choices
here are to use either a random initialization (e.g., sampling
from a Gaussian) or a learned initial value (Locatello et al.,
2020). As the previous section showed that conditioning
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works well to initialize slots, we now set out to test the
other two initialization schemes. In Fig. 8 we compare a
random with a learned initialization for SA trained with an
AE and NVS objective on MSN. Noticeably, for the AE ob-
jective, there is no difference between the two initializations.
For the NVS objective, however, the random initialization
outperforms the learned one in all scores. Therefore, in
this setting, if no conditioning information can be used, it
appears to be beneficial to randomly initialize slots. For
more results see Appx. D: Fig. 10 for observations on the
AE objective on CLEVR and Fig. 11 for observations on a
modification of slot attention on MSN-E.
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(a) Slot Attention (AE) on MSN.
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(b) Slot Attention (NVS) on MSN.

Figure 8: Influence of Slot Initialization. Comparison
of the effect of slot initialization in Slot Attention in a
purely unsupervised setting without conditioning for the
auto-encoding (AE) and novel-view-synthesis (NVS) ob-
jective on MSN, measured by FG-ARI (blue), FG-ARP
(orange), FG-ARR (green). Random initialization leads to
substantially higher FG-ARR (and therefore also FG-ARI)
when using too many slots for the NVS objective, while
there is no notable effect for the AE objective. For results
on the AE objective on CLEVR, see Fig. 10.

5. Conclusion
In this work, we investigated how the number of slots in
slot-based object-centric models affects the learned repre-
sentations and the implicit notion of objectness. To meet
this end, we propose to use two new metrics, Adjusted Rand
Precision and Adjusted Rand Recall, for obtaining a more
detailed understanding in the behavior of object-centric mod-
els. Specifically, we demonstrate that while PSNR or ARI
are not sufficient for distinguishing failure cases (e.g., over-
and undersegmentation), the proposed metrics are.

Most importantly, we found that during training, adjusting
this number has a crucial effect on the learned represen-
tations: If either too high or too low values are used, the
model will learn to partition the scene in undesired ways.
This behavior cannot be mitigated during inference by just
adjusting the number of slots again. However, if the model
was trained with a reasonably chosen number of slots, it
remains mostly insensitive to the number of slots during
inference. Despite this, we argue that this behavior is prob-
lematic as in real-world datasets the actual number of objects
might vary a lot across scenes and cannot be tightly bound.

In an attempt to solve this problem, we demonstrated that
by supplying the model with more information — either
in the form of conditioning information or weak supervi-
sion — one can induce a bias toward the intended notion
of objectness and partially ease the aforementioned issue.
Finally, this work showed that different training objectives
seem to create different inductive biases yielding models
with different sensitivities towards the number of slots.

Although all models investigated in this work are slot-based
methods powered by Slot Attention, the methodology pre-
sented here is not limited to these methods. Instead, it
applies to any object-centric model that either explicitly or
implicitly produces instance segmentation masks.

While we found that models trained and evaluated with too
many slots use their additional slots to split up ground-truth
objects into parts, it remains to be tested whether the model
splits objects into fine-grained components aligned with
the human notion of objects/parts or into arbitary parts. To
answer this, one could evaluate the performance of models
on datasets that have segmentation annotations for different
granularity levels. We leave this for future work. While this
work explored the influence of model hyperparameters on
the learned notion of objectness, it remains to be explored
how properties of the dataset influence this. For one, this
includes how the number of objects over different scenes
influences the model, and for another, how independent ob-
jects need to be for the model to recognize them as separate
instances. Finally, for practical purposes, it will be interest-
ing to develop models allowing for a controllable notion of
objectness, depending on the task at hand.
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A. Definition and Properties of Rand Precision and Recall
Let X,Y be two segmentation maps with each up to I and J classes, respectively. Let m ∈ ZI×J denote a matching
matrix for X,Y, i.e. mij is the number of pixels that are segmented as class i in X and class j in Y. Further, let
m =

∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 mij be the total number of pixels being segmented.

Definition 1 (Rand Precision and Recall). Let X,Y ∈ ZN be two segmentation maps and let S = { 0, . . . , N ] } denote the
set of all pixel indices. The rand precision (RP : ZN ×ZN → [0, 1]) and rand recall (RR : ZN ×ZN → [0, 1]) are defined
as:

RP(X,Y) =

∑
i,j∈S δXi,XjδYi,Yj∑

i,j∈S δXi,XjδYi,Yj +
∑

i,j∈S(1− δXi,Xj )δYi,Yj

(1)

RR(X,Y) =

∑
i,j∈S δXi,XjδYi,Yj∑

i,j∈S δXi,XjδYi,Yj +
∑

i,j∈S δXi,Xj (1− δYi,Yj )
. (2)

While the rand precision RP(X,Y) measures for how many (of all possible) tuples of pixels for which Y is identical, X is
also identical, the rand recall RR(X,Y) measures for how many (of all possible) tuples of pixels for which X is identical,
Y is also identical.

Note that these metrics have been proposed before in the context of measuring the general similarity of clusterings (Wallace,
1983). Here, however, we propose to leverage both these metrics for getting a more fine-grained insight into the behavior
of segmentation models: Do they perform undersegmentation and merge (parts of) unrelated objects or do they perform
oversegmentation and split objects up in parts?

To make the precision and recall metrics more comparable to the commonly used Adjusted Rand Index (ARI), we need
to adjust them, too: We correct them for chance agreement, such that we normalize the metrics by the values a random
segmentation would yield. To do this, we first introduce an alternative but equal way to define the two new metrics:

Definition 2 (Alternative Definition of Rand Precision and Recall.). Let X,Y be two segmentation maps with each up
to I and J classes, respectively. Let m ∈ ZI×J denote a matching matrix for X,Y, i.e. mij is the number of pixels that
are segmented as class i in X and class j in Y. Further, let m =

∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 mij be the total number of pixels being

segmented. We define the rand precision (RP : ZN × ZN → [0, 1]) and rand recall (RR : ZN × ZN → [0, 1]) as:

RP(X,Y) = αPrecision + βPrecision

I∑
i=1

J∑
j=1

m2
ij with αPrecision = −m

Q
,βPrecision =

1

Q
, (3)

RR(X,Y) = αRecall + βRecall

I∑
i=1

J∑
j=1

m2
ij with αRecall = −m

P
, βRecall =

1

P
, (4)

with P =
∑I

i=1 m
2
i+ −m =

∑I
i=1(

∑J
j=1 mij)

2 −m and Q =
∑J

j=1 m
2
+j −m =

∑J
j=1(

∑I
i=1 mij)

2 −m.

Proposition 1 (Equality of Defn. 1 and Defn. 2). The definitions Defn. 1 and Defn. 2 are consistent and define the same
precision and recall functions.

Proof. According to Albatineh et al. (2006) the following relations hold:

∑
i,j∈S

δXi,Xj
δYi,Yj

=
1

2

I∑
i=1

J∑
j=1

m2
ij −

m

2
, (5)

∑
i,j∈S

δXi,Xj
(1− δYi,Yj

) =
P

2
− 1

2

I∑
i=1

J∑
j=1

m2
ij +

m

2
, (6)

∑
i,j∈S

(1− δXi,Xj
)δYi,Yj

=
Q

2
− 1

2

I∑
i=1

J∑
j=1

m2
ij +

m

2
. (7)
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Inserting this in Eq. (1) yields

RP(X,Y) =
1
2

∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij − m

2

1
2

∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij − m

2 + P
2 − 1

2

∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij +

m
2

(8)

=
1
2

∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij − m

2
Q
2

=

∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij −m

Q
(9)

= −m

Q
+

1

Q

I∑
i=1

J∑
j=1

m2
ij , (10)

recovering Eq. (3). The equality of Eq. (2) and Eq. (4) follows analogously, concluding the proof.

After establishing equality of the definition, we will continue using the less intuitive but mathematically more convenient
Defn. 2. Now we can continue with normalizing the metrics. For this, we use the result of Albatineh et al. (2006), that any
similarity index in the form S = αS + βS

∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij can be adjusted by

AS =
S(X,Y)− EY′ [S(X,Y′)]

1− EY′ [S(X,Y′)]
=

∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij − EY′

[∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij

]
1−αS
βS

− EY′

[∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij

] , (11)

where EY′ [
∑I

i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij ] can be computed using a generalized hypergeometric distribution (Hubert & Arabie, 1985) as

EY′

 I∑
i=1

J∑
j=1

m2
ij

 =

∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
i+m

2
+j

m(m− 1)
+

m2 −
(∑I

i=1 m
2
i+

∑J
j=1 m

2
+j

)
m− 1

. (12)

We denote the adjusted precision and adjusted recall as ARP and ARR, respectively:

Definition 3 (Adjusted Rand Precision & Recall.).

ARP(X,Y) =

∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij − EY′

[∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij

]
1−αPrecision
βPrecision

− EY′

[∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij

] (13)

ARR(X,Y) =

∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij − EY′

[∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij

]
1−αRecall
βRecall

− EY′

[∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij

] . (14)

An implementation of these metrics is given in Listing 1.

Proposition 2 (Symmetry of arguments.). For two segmentation maps X,Y ∈ ZH×W , RP(X,Y) = RR(Y,X).

Proof. Recalling the first definition of the rand precision and recall Defn. 1 yields

RR(Y,X) =

∑
i,j∈S δYi,Yj

δXi,Xj∑
i,j∈S δYi,Yj

δXi,Xj
+

∑
i,j∈S δYi,Yj

(1− δXi,Xj
)

(15)

=

∑
i,j∈S δXi,Xj

δYi,Yj∑
i,j∈S δXi,Xj

δYi,Yj
+

∑
i,j∈S(1− δXi,Xj

)δYi,Yj

(16)

= RP(X,Y), (17)

concluding the proof.

Proposition 3 (ARI is the F1 score of ARP and ARR). The ARI is the F1 score (i.e., harmonic mean) of the ARP and
ARR:

ARI =
2

ARP−1 +ARR−1 . (18)
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Proof. We begin by rewriting Eq. (11) as

AS =
A

γ −B
, (19)

with γ = 1−α
β , A =

∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij − EY′ [

∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij ] and B = EY′ [

∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1 m

2
ij ] to ease notation. Note

that for the similarity indices in question - ARI, AP and AR - γ has the values γRI =
P+Q

2 +m, γPrecision = Q +m and
γRecall = P +m and A,B are shared across them.

We continue by showing a relation between the three γ values:

γRI =
γPrecision + γRecall

2
=

1

2

(
A

ARP
+B +

A

ARR
+B

)
=

A

2

(
1

ARP
+

1

ARR

)
+B (20)

Inserting this relation into the definition of ARI yields

ARI =
A

γRI −B
=

A
A
2 (

1
ARP + 1

ARR )
=

2

ARP−1 +ARR−1 , (21)

concluding the proof.

Proposition 4 (ARP and ARR bound ARI.). For two segmentation maps X,Y ∈ ZH×W :

min(ARP(X,Y),ARR(X,Y)) ≤ ARI(X,Y) ≤ max(ARP(X,Y),ARR(X,Y)). (22)

Proof. Per Prop. 3 the ARI is the harmonic mean of ARP and ARR, i.e.

ARI−1 =
ARP−1 +ARP−1

2
. (23)

From here it directly follows that ARI−1 and, therefore, ARI is bound by ARP and ARR, too.

Note that although the previous proposition only holds for single pairs of segmentation maps (i.e., single dataset samples), we
empirically find that the relation also almost alaways holds when averaging ARI, ARP and ARR over multiple samples/a
full dataset.

B. Experimental Details
All experimental results presented in this paper are averages (and standard deviations, if applicable) over three random seeds,
with the exception of the experiments with OSRT. Here, for computational reasons, results for a single seed are shown.

Vanilla Slot Attention (AE) We use the same general architecture as proposed by Locatello et al. (2020), namely a CNN
encoder, followed by Slot Attention and finally by a CNN decoder. For CLEVR, we used the same encoder architecture as
Locatello et al. (2020). This is followed by Slot Attention with 3 iterations, a query/key/value projection dimensionality of
128 and hidden MLP dimensionality of 256. Finally, as a decoder we use a spatial broadcast decoder consisting of four
transposed convolutional layers and linear position embedding (Watters et al., 2019; Locatello et al., 2020). For MSN we use
a ResNet-18 (He et al., 2016) encoder, and reduce the query/key/value projection and hidden MLP dimensionality to 64 and
128, respectively. The decoder now consists of 4 transposed and 1 normal convolutional layer and linear position embedding.
We train models on both datasets for 300, 000 iterations with a batch size of 64 using Adam (Kingma & Ba, 2015).

Slot Attention for Video We use the same architecture as proposed by Kipf et al. (2022). Specifically, the encoder consists
of five convolutional layers with kernel size 5, followed by a linear position embedding layer (Locatello et al., 2020), layer
norm and two additional convolutional layers with a kernel size of 1. All convolutional layers except the last are followed
by a ReLU non-linearity. While for the higher-dimensional MOVi images the convolutional layers use a stride of 2, for
CATER a stride of 1 is used. The encoder is followed by a “corrector” represented by Slot Attention with 2 iterations, a
query/key/value projection dimensionality of 128 and a hidden MLP dimension of 256. Following Kipf et al. (2022) we
used no predictor for experiments on CATER and a multi-head dot-product attention mechanism (Vaswani et al., 2017) with
4 attention heads, a projection dimensionality of 128 and hidden MLP dimensionality of 256. Finally, as a decoder the same
spatial broadcast decoder architecture (Watters et al., 2019) as used by Locatello et al. (2020) was used. We train the models
for 200, 000 iterations with Adam with a batch size of 64.
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Vanilla Slot Attention (NVS) We use the same encoder architecture as outline above for the AE objective, expect that
we introduce an additional camera-pose embedding, following Sajjadi et al. (2022b). To save memory, we reduce the
number of Slot Attention iterations down to 1. For the decoder, we also use the same architecture as above, except that we
again introduce a camera-pose embedding along the linear position embedding encoding. We train the models for 500, 000
iterations with Adam with a batch size of 64.

Object Scene Representation Transformer We use the same architecture and hyperparameters as proposed by Sajjadi
et al. (2022a) with the exception that instead of using a learned initialization of the slots in the Slot Attention module, we
randomly initialize them.

C. Extended Version of Fig. 2
A more detailed version of Fig. 9 is displayed in 9. Specifically, the ARI, ARP and RR curves shown here were generated
on the synthethic data shown on the left side of the figure. Namely, the ground-truth equals a square divided into 4 × 4
different segments. In the predictions, we simulated on the one hand merging of different segments (undersegmentation) and
on the other separation of segments (oversegmentation). For visualization purposes, we only show a zoomed-in version of
the simulated predictions.
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Figure 9: Zooming into imperfect segmentations. Detailed version of Fig. 2. Left: Ground-truth segmentation of a
zoomed-in image patch and predictions for three models with different characteristics. Right: ARI, ARP and ARR as a
function of number of classes in the simulated predictions. ARI is clearly sensitive to both under- and oversegmentation,
however it does not distinguish between these cases, as models A and C achieve the same ARI score. In contrast, the
proposed ARP and ARR metrics successfully differentiate the models: the undersegmenting model A has a low ARP
but perfect ARR, while the oversegmenting model B has perfect ARP, but low ARR. The number of predicted classes
has been changed by starting from the ground-truth segmentation (i.e., 16 classes), and iteratively merging neighboring
segments or splitting segments to increase and decrease the number of classes, respectively.
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D. Extended Experimental Results
Influence of Slot Initialization Analogously to Fig. 8, we tested the influence of the slot initialization — random vs. a
learned initialization — for CLEVR in Fig. 10 and obtain similar results.
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Figure 10: Influence of Slot Initialization for Slot Attention (AE) on CLEVR. Comparison of the effect of slot
initialization in Slot Attention in a purely unsupervised setting without conditioning for the auto-encoding (AE) objective
on CLEVR, measured by FG-ARI (blue), FG-ARP (orange), FG-ARR (green). Random initialization leads to higher
FG-ARR (and therefore also FG-ARI) when using too many slots for the NVS objective.

Furthermore, we also test the influence of the slot initialization for another variant of Slot Attention: Bi-level Optimization for
Slot Attention (BO-QSA) (Jia et al., 2023). This model leverages the implicit optimization technique proposed by Chang et al.
(2022) to use learned initializations of slots and is claimed to outperform various earlier slot-based models in unsupervised
image segmentation and reconstruction. We now test whether using implicit optimization does indeed solve the previously
observed issue with learned initializations (see Fig. 8b) using a re-implementation of the model using the NVS objective on
MSN-E. The results in Fig. 11 clearly show — in line with our previous results — that random initialization outperforms
learned initialization of slots also when for BO-QSA.
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Figure 11: Influence of Slot Initialization for BO-QSA (NVS) on MSN-E. Comparison of the effect of slot initialization
in Bi-level Optimized Query Slot Attention (BO-QSA) in a purely unsupervised setting without conditioning for novel-view-
synthesis (NVS) objective on MSN-E, measured by FG-ARI (blue), FG-ARP (orange), FG-ARR (green). As for normal
SA (see Fig. 8b) random initialization leads again to higher FG-ARR (and therefore also FG-ARI) when using too many
slots for the NVS objective.

Slot Attention for Video on CATER Analogously to Fig. 7, we also tested the influence of conditioning on SAVi on the
CATER dataset (Girdhar & Ramanan, 2020). The results, displayed in Fig. 12, indicate the same model behavior as the
results for MOVi-A/C.
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Figure 12: CATER. Sensitivity of Slot Attention for Video (SAVi) to the number of slots for different training variants: an
unsupervised model trained on pixels only (unconditioned); an unsupervised model train on pixels and the bounding-boxes
of objects in the first frame (conditioned); the same as the conditioned model but with additional supervised bounding-box
regression in the last frame. Scenes contain up to 10 objects, meaning that 11 slots (dotted line) are sufficient to represent all
objects and the scene’s background.

Dependence of Model Performance on Number of Objects The results in Sec. 4, most importantly in Fig. 7, showed
that models yield undesired object partitions if they are trained with too few slots, when evaluated over the full test dataset.
However, there are two possible behaviors yielding to the same observation: For one, the model could just yield suboptimal
segmentations for all samples independent of the actual number of objects; for another, it could yield the desired partition
for samples with few objects and become gradually worse the more objects are present in the scene. While the former option
corresponds to a total failure of the model in terms of object discovery, the latter, while imperfect, would be better.
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Figure 13: MOVi-A. Segmentation performance measured by FG-ARI as a function of number of objects in the test samples
for models with different numbers of slots.

To investigate this, we visualize the performance of unconditioned SAVi models with a varying number of slots on MOVi-A
in Fig. 13, grouped by the number of ground-truth objects per scene. Here, we see again that the more slots the model
has, the better the overall performance becomes. Moreover, the higher the number of slots is, the lower is the performance
decrease observed for samples with an increasing number of objects. Note, that the model with the fewest slots (i.e. four)
underperforms even compared to the other models for scenes with only three objects. This shows that too low number of
slots during training induces an undesired notion of objectness resulting in undesired segmentation masks even for samples
that could be represented with that number of slots.
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E. Implementation of Metrics
1 import torch
2 import torch.nn.functional as F
3

4 def precision_recall(segmentation_gt: torch.Tensor, segmentation_pred: torch.Tensor,
5 mode: str, adjusted: bool):
6 """ Compute the (Adjusted) Rand Precision/Recall.
7

8 Args:
9 segmentation_gt: Int tensor with shape (batch_size, height, width) containing the

10 ground-truth segmentations.
11 segmentation_pred: Int tensor with shape (batch_size, height, width) containing the
12 predicted segmentations.
13 mode: Either "precision" or "recall" depending on which metric shall be computed.
14 adjusted: Return values for adjusted or non-adjusted metric.
15 Returns:
16 Float tensor with shape (batch_size), containing the (Adjusted) Rand
17 Precision/Recall per sample.
18 """
19 max_classes = max(segmentation_gt.max(), segmentation_pred.max()) + 1
20 oh_segmentation_gt = F.one_hot(segmentation_gt, max_classes)
21 oh_segmentation_pred = F.one_hot(segmentation_pred, max_classes)
22

23 coincidence = torch.einsum("bhwk,bhwc->bkc", oh_segmentation_gt, oh_segmentation_pred)
24 coincidence_gt = coincidence.sum(-1)
25 coincidence_pred = coincidence.sum(-2)
26

27 m_squared = torch.sum(coincidence**2, (1, 2))
28 m = torch.sum(coincidence, (1, 2))
29 # How many pairs of pixels have the smae label assigned in ground-truth segmentation.
30 P = torch.sum(coincidence_gt * (coincidence_gt - 1), -1)
31 # How many pairs of pixels have the smae label assigned in predicted segmentation.
32 Q = torch.sum(coincidence_pred * (coincidence_pred - 1), -1)
33

34 expected_m_squared = (P + m) * (Q + m) / (m * (m - 2)) + (m**2 - Q - P -2 * m) / (m - 1)
35

36 if mode == "precision":
37 gamma = P + m
38 elif mode == "recall":
39 gamma = Q + m
40 else:
41 raise ValueError("Invalid mode.")
42 if adjusted:
43 return (m_squared - expected_m_squared) / (gamma - expected_m_squared)
44 else:
45 return (m_squared - m) / (gamma - m)

Listing 1: PyTorch implementation of the suggested (Adjusted) Rand Precision/Recall
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