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Abstract

Hierarchical semantic classification requires the prediction of a taxonomy tree
instead of a single flat level of the tree, where both accuracies at individual levels
and consistency across levels matter. We can train classifiers for individual levels,
which has accuracy but not consistency, or we can train only the finest level
classification and infer higher levels, which has consistency but not accuracy.

Our key insight is that hierarchical recognition should not be treated as multi-task
classification, as each level is essentially a different task and they would have to
compromise with each other, but be grounded on image segmentations that are
consistent across semantic granularities. Consistency can in fact improve accuracy.

We build upon recent work on learning hierarchical segmentation for flat-level
recognition, and extend it to hierarchical recognition. It naturally captures the
intuition that fine-grained recognition requires fine image segmentation whereas
coarse-grained recognition requires coarse segmentation; they can all be integrated
into one recognition model that drives fine-to-coarse internal visual parsing. Addi-
tionally, we introduce a Tree-path KL Divergence loss to enforce consistent accurate
predictions across levels. Our extensive experimentation and analysis demonstrate
our significant gains on predicting an accurate and consistent taxonomy tree.

1 Introduction

The goal of hierarchical classification is to predict all classes at each hierarchical level simultaneously
(e.g., Ruby-throated Hummingbird - Bird). Figure 1 provides an example of various challenges in
the hierarchical classification problem. For our analysis, we conduct training on the iNaturalist 2018
dataset [19], with a two-level hierarchy. Following the most commonly used approach for hierarchical
classification [8, 6, 7], we extract features from a shared backbone (ImageNet [34]-pretrained ResNet-
50 [18]) and train separate classifiers to predict classes at each level.

Unlike flat-level classification, hierarchical classification has multiple possible outputs. The chal-
lenges arise when predictions at the fine and coarse levels differ (2nd and 3rd rows in Figure 1). Even
if predictions are correct at one level, it is difficult to trust the prediction if predictions at other levels
are incorrect (e.g., Ruby-throated Hummingbird - Plant), especially when we do not have ground
truth labels at test time. Therefore, our focus lies in achieving consistent and accurate predictions
across all levels simultaneously.

However, predicting multiple levels of hierarchy is more challenging than predicting a single flat-level
category, leading to a confrontation between coarse and fine level learning [6]. That is, models trained
to predict all hierarchical levels show degraded performance compared to the model trained to predict
a single flat level of class. This is because hierarchical classification entails addressing multiple
classification tasks concurrently. For instance, distinguishing between similar-looking bird species
at the finest level (e.g., Anna’s Hummingbird - Ruby-throated Hummingbird) and differentiating
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Figure 1: Consistency is not only necessary for hierarchical classification but also helps improve
accuracy. In hierarchical classification, categorizing all levels of classes accurately is important to
establish the model’s reliability. However, training on multiple levels can lead to conflicts between
classifiers, hindering performance compared to single-level training [6]. We address this challenge
by focusing on inconsistent cases (like rows 2 & 3), where some classifiers correctly identify
relevant image regions. Our method encourages classifiers at all levels to consistently focus on the
same image regions, potentially leveraging the correctly identified parts from one of the classifiers.
Compared to the baseline (separate classifiers with shared ResNet-50 [18] backbone pre-trained
on ImageNet [34]), by promoting consistency, our method significantly boosts accuracy on the
iNaturalist 2018 dataset [19]. (Green border indicates correct predictions after applying our method,
and red indicates incorrect predictions. The outer lines represent coarse-level predictions, while the
inner lines represent fine-level predictions.)

between birds and plants at the coarse level represent distinct tasks, each requiring attention to
different regions in the image. This phenomenon is illustrated in Figure 2, where we observe that
classifiers at each level often internally attend to different parts of the image. From this observation,
we attribute performance degradation in hierarchical recognition to the inconsistency among hierarchy
classifiers. We seek to enhance consistency by guiding classifiers to consistently focus on the same
areas, where “bird” (for the coarse classifier) and “Ruby-throated Hummingbird” (for the fine-level
classifier) are located.

Our insight is that although the fine-level classifier and the coarse classifier may have different focal
points, they are inherently connected. For instance, while the fine-level classifier examines aspects
like the beak, wings, and feathers to classify bird species, the coarse classifier can discern between
birds and flowers by integrating these details into the overall body of the bird. In other words, the
coarse classifier should focus on the larger part formed by grouping the features attended to by the
fine classifier. Therefore, we hypothesize that by consistently aligning the areas of focus for the fine
classifier and coarse classifier, we could improve both consistency and accuracy.

To this end, we employ the recent unsupervised image segmentation method, CAST [23]. CAST
exhibited hierarchical segmentation, transitioning from finer to coarser segments. CAST has demon-
strated the capability to group related pixels consistently through internal parsing within images,
without segmentation labels. Inspired by this, we propose Hierarchical-CAST (H-CAST), which
utilizes CAST to align the focus of different levels of classifiers on the same areas for hierarchical
recognition. Unlike previous hierarchical classification approaches that train separate models for
each level [6, 26, 7], H-CAST is an integrated model where features learned at the fine level are
grouped and passed to the coarse level (Figure 2), ensuring spatial consistency. Since our method is
an integrated model, if details initially captured at the fine level are incorrect, it will receive negative
signals (errors) during the learning process toward coarser levels. As training processes, the model is
encouraged to capture accurate fine-level details to improve learning at subsequent levels.

Additionally, we propose Tree-path KL Divergence loss to further enhance semantic consistency
by considering label relationships across levels so that predictions at the fine-level and coarse-level
align within the taxonomy. In Figure 1, we can observe that our method of improving consistency
surprisingly leads to an enhancement in accuracy as well. Many previously inconsistent and incorrect
cases are transformed into correct classifications.
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Figure 2: While prior works train separate branches for different levels, our integrated model
encourages internal consistency for consistent prediction among classifiers. Commonly used
separate classifiers often lead to inconsistency between hierarchy levels due to different attending
regions between classifiers. Our Hierarchical-CAST (H-CAST) enables the utilization of various
granular segments, ensuring that focus remains on the same region while fine-detailed features
transitioning to broader features at the coarse level. In the segmentation images inside H-CAST,
consistent groupings are represented by identical colors. The segmentation images are the results of
32-way and 8-way, respectively. For instance, when observing the red bird segments, we notice finer
details such as s s , and in the fine level (32-way), while in the subsequent level
(8-way), it is grouped as the entire bird. By leveraging this consistent internal parsing, we encourage
the model to focus on the coherent regions within images.

To assess both accuracy and consistency, we evaluate our method with a new metric called Full-Path
Accuracy (FPA), which measures the proportion of samples in the dataset correctly predicted at
all hierarchy levels. Validated on common benchmarks for hierarchical recognition, our method
consistently outperforms the ViT-based baseline by more than 17-25%p in FPA metric. We empirically
demonstrate its effectiveness through extensive experimentation and analysis. Furthermore, compared
to the common segmentation learned through a flat semantic taxonomy, we demonstrate that a
hierarchical semantic taxonomy also in turn improves image segmentation.

Our key contributions can be summarized as follows.

* Hierarchical-CAST (H-CAST): We propose H-CAST to consistently align the focus of hierarchy
classifiers within the image. Our model enables the utilization of various granular segments,
ensuring that focus remains on the same region while fine-detailed features transitioning to broader
features at the coarse level (spatial consistency). This expansion of the focus region fosters a
natural and consistent learning process for hierarchical recognition.

* Tree-path KL Divergence loss: We introduce a novel loss function that considers label relation-
ships across hierarchy levels (semantic consistency). Our loss enforces predictions to be correct at
different levels, demanding accuracy and consistency at the same time.

* These contributions combined lead to significant improvements in both accuracy and consis-
tency, which we demonstrate via a new metric: Full-Path Accuracy (FPA).

2 Related Work

Hierarchical Classification (HC) is a problem that has been extensively studied. Before the advent
of deep learning, works in this area mainly focused on tree-based [37, 13, 32] and DAG-based [21, 1]
methods. For a more thorough study on this topic, we refer the reader to survey [36, 10]. Recent
deep learning-based methods can be broadly categorized into three main types: 1) label-embedding
methods, 2) hierarchical losses, and 3) hierarchical architectures.

1) Label-embedding methods focus on incorporating hierarchical information into labels to replace flat
one-hot encodings. Label-embedding space can be derived by hierarchical relationships [4, 2], class
characteristics [43], or learned by a language model [14]. The label-embedding can be constructed
on the hypersphere [ 14, 2] or in the hyperbolic space [30, 24] as well to enhance the expressiveness.
Our approach diverges from these methods in two fundamental ways: 1) our tree path encoding is
designed to encourage semantic consistency across granularities. 2) Instead of only encoding the
finest level, our method provides the complete label hierarchy.



2) Hierarchical losses modify objective functions to integrate hierarchical information as a form
of supervision. One straightforward method involves utilizing tree structures, either based on tree-
metrics [47], or the lowest common ancestors [16, 1 1]. Another approach directly calculates losses
at different levels according to the hierarchy [4, 42]. However, recent work showed that sharing
information between coarse and fine-grained levels may hamper performance [6]. This necessitates a
more ingenious design for combining information across granularities. Our work utilizes hierarchical
features in a cascade manner, leveraging the connection between coarse and fine-grained levels.

3) Hierarchical architectures enable models to output predictions directly at different levels of
hierarchy. A common approach designs models with separate branches, each responsible for a specific

level [49, 44,26, 7, 8, 40], or by structuring the feature space according to the hierarchy [6, 39]. Other
works construct the prediction tree in a coarse-to-fine manner based on the conditional likelihoods
of the ancestors [33, 4, 5]. In contrast, our method establishes a fine-fo-coarse internal parsing and

ensures that different hierarchical granularities contribute consistently to learning at the next level.

Hierarchical Fine-grained Recognition (HFR) aims to assign hierarchical labels to the object

within images, it is harder than traditional HC due to smaller inter-class differences and emphasis

on outputting the complete label hierarchy. Typical HFR model designs adhere to a hierarchical

architecture, allowing the model to produce multiple outputs at varying levels of granularity [6, 8, 26,
, 7]. While branching is effective, it is prone to inconsistent predictions.

Inconsistency occurs when the coarse and fine-grained prediction of an object violates the hierarchy
structure, i.e., the coarse prediction is not the parent category of the fine-grained prediction. Several
prior works have attempted to solve the inconsistency by post-processing [1, 13, 29] or adding
violation penalization to the loss function [17, 7, 40]. More recently, Wang et al. [39] proposed a
consistency-aware approach by explicitly adjusting prediction scores through coarse-to-fine deduction
and fine-to-coarse induction. In contrast, our method implicitly encourages consistency through
hierarchical label encoding without any post-processing. In addition, our framework improves
semantic consistency and spatial consistency simultaneously.

Unsupervised Image Segmentation learns to segment the input images according to the extracted
features without human-annotated segmentation [20, 31, 22]. Recently, CAST [23] adopted the Vision
Transformer (ViT) [12] with two significant modifications. One change involved using superpixels
instead of fixed-shape patches to capture more complex visual contours for segmentation. Secondly,
graph pooling was applied for hierarchical segmentation. Our framework takes a step further by
utilizing the information from hierarchical labels via cross-granularity supervision to enhance the
consistency and accuracy of hierarchical recognition.

3 Hierarchical Classification based on Internally Consistent Segmentations

Our goal is to enhance the consistency of hierarchical recognition, thereby concurrently improving
the accuracy of the model. The inconsistent predictions in hierarchical recognition indicate that,
in other words, labels at some levels are correctly predicted. Therefore, our motivation is that
fostering consistent predictions across hierarchical levels, leveraging information from such accurately
predicted levels, would further enhance overall accuracy. Based on this motivation, we design a
progressive learning scheme for hierarchical recognition, where the learning of each level contributes
to the learning of the next level, instead of training separate models focusing on each individual level.

Specifically, we address two types of inconsistency in hierarchical recognition. One is spatial
inconsistency, where classifiers at different levels attend to different regions (Figure 2). To address this,
we propose H-CAST in Section 3.1. The other is semantic inconsistency, where predictions at different
levels are not aligned within the taxonomy (e.g., “Hummingbird” - “Plant””). We propose a new
Tree-path KL Divergence loss that encodes parent-child relations to handle semantic inconsistency in
Section 3.2. Figure 3 provides an overview of our method.

3.1 H-CAST for Spatial Consistency

The areas of focus within the image differ when conducting classification at the fine-grained level
compared to the coarse level. When distinguishing between similar-looking species (e.g., Anna’s
Hummingbird vs. Ruby-throated Hummingbird), the fine-grained recognition requires attention to
fine details like the bird’s beak and wings; meanwhile, at the coarse level (e.g., bird vs. plant), the



E Spatial Consistency = > Semantlc Consistency Example
! A 5 Hierarchical Label :
Birds :

&' Bpait===t==== I P

Coarser ' :
:
i

wwmo

osim-iena]

¥
[ Normaiize + Softmax_\ [ Tree Path Encoding \<

'
Prob. Pred Distribution Prob.  GT Distributon| !

T

'
Class !

‘
.
Buiood udeio

(mm]
A\ 7
123000

I
|

:

| «\’
| Inputimage

Hierarchical Label: '
; i Level 1FC ] 1

[

([Creveizrc ] (rever—1Fc ]

Hierarchical Spatial-consistency Loss Tree-path KL Divergence Loss

Figure 3: Our method consists of two parts: Spatial Consistency and Semantic Consistency
module. In the Spatial Consistency module, the parsed images using superpixels are grouped based
on related parts as they transition from fine to coarse levels. This ensures that each hierarchical
classifier internally focuses on the same corresponding regions. In the Semantic Consistency
module, we incorporate hierarchical relationships between labels. This approach allows us to achieve
consistent learning across the entire hierarchy. By promoting consistency, our method encourages
classifiers at different levels to enhance overall performance, rather than conflicting with each other.

attention shifts to larger parts such as the overall body of the bird. However, this shift in focus towards
larger objects does not imply a sudden disregard for the previously focused details and a search for
new larger objects. Rather, a natural approach involves combining detailed features such as the bird’s
beak, belly, and wings for accurate bird recognition. Therefore, to maintain a coherent focus during
hierarchical recognition and ensure spatial consistency, we design a model where the details
learned at the fine level (e.g., bird’s beak and wings) are transferred to the coarse level as broader
parts (e.g., bird’s body) through consistent feature grouping.

For internally consistent feature grouping, we build upon recent work CAST [23]. CAST develops a
hierarchical segmentation from fine to coarse, an internal part of the recognition process. However,
their segmentation is driven by a flat recognition objective at the very end of visual parsing. We
extend it by imposing fine-to-coarse semantic classification losses at different stages of segmentations
throughout the visual parsing process. Our design reflects the intuition that finer segments can be
helpful in capturing fine-grained details (e.g., beaks and wings) required for fine-grained recognition,
whereas coarser segments can be effective in representing broader features (e.g., the body of a
bird) needed for coarse-grained recognition. We have a single hierarchical recognition grounded on
internally consistent segmentations, each driven by a classification objective at a certain granuality.
We refer to our method as Hierarchical-CAST (H-CAST).

Consider a hierarchical recognition task where = denotes an image associated with hierarchical labels
Y1, -. .Y, encompassing a total of L levels in the hierarchy. Level L is the finest level (i.e., leaf
node), and Level 1 is the coarsest level (i.e., root node). Then, given an image x, the hierarchical
image recognition task is to predict labels at all levels across the hierarchy.

Let Z; and S; denote the feature and segments at [-th hierarchical level, respectively, Then, we
obtain superpixels for image x by using the off-the-shelf algorithm SEEDS [3] to divide the image
into regions with similar colors and local connectivity. These superpixels serve as input for the
Vision Transformer (ViT) instead of fixed-size patches and simultaneously become the finest (initial)
segments, Sr,1. [-th feature tokens Z; is the concatenation of class tokens (7, fl‘“s) and segment
tokens (Z;°?). Then, Graph pooling [23] aggregates segments with high feature similarity, allowing
feature Z; to progressively learn a more global visual context as it transitions from Z, to 2.

For hierarchical recognition, we add a classification head (f;) consisting of a single linear layer at
each level. Then, we define the Hierarchical Spatial-consistency loss as the sum of L cross-entropy
losses (Lo g), denoted as

Lys = ZLCE (fi(Z7"°), ). 1

=1
Our approach differs from CAST in that while CAST uses the class token as the final objective, we
design our model to incorporate hierarchical supervision during the training process. This ensures that
labels from different levels progressively contribute to each other. In the Experimental section 4.3, we



will demonstrate the effectiveness of our design, compared to alternative designs, including hierarchy
supervision in the coarse-to-fine direction.

3.2 Tree-path KL Divergence loss for Semantic Consistency

To improve semantic consistency, we propose a new loss function called Tree-path KL Divergence
loss, which directly incorporates hierarchical relationships between labels. Our idea is to encode the
entire hierarchical structure so that a model can learn the hierarchy by outputting the tree of hierarchy.
To this end, we first concatenate labels from all levels to create a distribution, as Y = %[1“ S N
where 1,, represents the one-hot encoding for level . Next, we concatenate the outputs of each
classification head and then apply the log softmax function (LogSoftmax). We use Kullback—Leibler
divergence loss (K L) to align this output with the ground truth distribution Y. Then, TK loss is
calculated as follows.

Lry = KL(LogSoftmax([f(Z7*);...; f1(Z{'*")]), Y) 2

This loss penalizes predictions that do not align with the taxonomy by simultaneously training on
multiple labels within the hierarchy. Therefore, despite the simplicity, TK loss enables the model
to enhance semantic consistency through this vertical encoding from the root (parent) node of
the hierarchy level to the leaf (children) node. Our final loss becomes as follows, where « is a
hyperparameter to control the weight of L1,

L=Lgs+alrk. 3)

4 Experiments

4.1 Experimental Settings

Datasets. We use three widely used benchmarks in hierarchical recognition: FGVC-Aircraft [27],
CUB-200-2011 [41], and BREEDS [35]. FGVC-Aircraft consists of a 3-level hierarchy including
maker, family, and model (e.g., Boeing - Boeing 707 - 707-320 ); CUB-200-2011 comprises a
3-level hierarchy with order, family, and species; BREEDS, a subset of ImageNet [34], includes four
2-level hierarchy datasets with different depths/parts based on the WordNet [28] hierarchy: Living-17,
Non-Living-26, Entity-13, Entity-30. For BREEDS, we conduct training and validation using their
source splits. We include detailed dataset descriptions in Table 2.

Evaluation Metrics. We evaluate our Table 2: Benchmark Datasets.
models using metrics for both accuracy

. . Dataset Aircraft | CUB L-17 NL-26  E-13 _ E-30
and consistency. First, we present level- #iasels 'r;ra 3 : : : :
. . evels
accuracy, following community conven- 4 ;¢ cjagses 30-70-100  13-38-200 17-34  26-52  13-130  30-120
tion [6], which is the proportion of cor-  #Train images 6,667 5044 442K 657K 167K 154K
# Test images 3,333 5,794 1.7K 2.6K 6.5K 6K

rectly classified instances at each level.
Additionally, we evaluate the weighted

average precision (WAP) [26] which considers the classification difficulty across different hier-

archies, as wAP = Zlel ﬁpp where N; and P; denote the number of classes and Top-1
k=1

classification accuracy at level [, respectively. This metric gives more weight to the accuracy at the

Table 1: FPA takes both correctness and consistency into consideration. The table illustrates the
difference between TICE [39] and FPA. The first row lists all possible predictions. The predictions
at different levels are represented as highlighted circles. The borders of the nodes that are correctly
predicted are marked in green, and vice versa. The second and third rows show whether TICE and
FPA mark the prediction results as positive under different circumstances. While TICE only measures
consistency, FPA will only mark the prediction that is correct and consistent as positive.

EOIE8 A8 | L8| L0l an | A0 [ 48 [ AR

(¢]
TICE | v | v | x | x | x | x | v | V
FPA | v | Xx | x | x | Xx | x | x | X




Table 3: Comparison of Methods in terms of Accuracy(%) and Consistency Metrics(%) on
FGVC-Aircraft and CUB-200-2011 benchmarks. Single-level serves as a celing-performance
baseline, with ViT-Hier showing decreased accuracy compared to individually trained Single-level
models. However, Single-level models’ consistency performance suffers due to separate models. In
contrast, our model (H-CAST) demonstrates comparable or higher accuracy than Single-level models
while significantly enhancing Consistency performance. (Higher the metric is the best, except TICE.)
FGVC-Aircraft (30-70-100) | CUB-200-2011 (13-38-200)

Method ‘

‘ FPA maker family model WAP TICE ‘ FPA  order family species wAP  TICE
ViT-Single 7699 9427 9193 80.14 8639 1098 | 8230 98.50 9484 8478 87.01 5.76
Cast-Single | 7822 9295 8893 8239 8626 10.77 | 81.50 98.38 94.82 83.78 86.21  6.14

Ours 83.72 9496 9139 8533 88.90 5.01 83.28 98.65 95.12 84.86 87.13 4.12
+11.62  +2.61 +5.13  +9.39 +6.89 +l().74‘+(w.25 +0.25  +2.18 +5.53 +4.67 +4.60

ViT-Hier ‘ 72.10 9235 86.26 7594 82.01 15.75 ‘77.03 98.40 9294 7943 8246 8.72

Our Gains

fine-grained levels, which is more challenging. To evaluate consistency we calculate Tree-based
InConsistency Error rate (TICE) [39], which tests whether the prediction path exists in the tree.
TICE = n;./N, where n;. denotes the number of samples with inconsistent prediction paths, and N
refers to the number of all test samples. Finally, we propose Full-Path Accuracy (FPA) as a metric
to assess both accuracy and consistency: FPA = n,./N, where n,,. refers to the number of samples
with all level of labels correctly predicted. This metric straightforwardly calculates the proportion of
correctly classified samples at all levels, ultimately representing our primary metric of interest.
The difference between FPA and TICE is illustrated in Table 1.

Comparison methods. Our architecture is based on the ViT architecture [12], so we use the ViT
model as our baseline. As a ceiling-performance baseline, we compare with “Single” models which
are trained with a single flat level in the hierarchy. ViT-Single is trained to classify one hierarchy level
using the class token of the ViT model. Therefore, for the Aircraft Dataset, ViT-Single entails training
three independent models. Likewise, CAST-Single trains independent models, each dedicated to
learning a single hierarchy level with the CAST architecture [23]. ViT-Hier is similar to our approach
in that it trains each hierarchy level using the class token from the last [ blocks.

Architecture and Training. For a fair comparison, we use ViT-S and CAST-S models of correspond-
ing sizes. As in CAST, segmentation granularity is set to 64, 32, 16, 8 after 3, 3, 3, 2 encoder blocks,
respectively. Our training progresses from fine to coarse levels, with each segment corresponding
accordingly. The initial number of superpixels is set to 196, and all data is trained with a batch size
of 256 for 100 epochs. Following the literature, we use ImageNet pre-trained models for the Aircraft
and CUB datasets. For the ImageNet subset BREEDS dataset, we train the models from scratch.
Detailed hyperparameter settings can be found in the Appendix A.l.

4.2 Hierarchical Recognition Benchmarks

FGVC-Aircraft and CUB datasets. Table 3 presents results on Aircraft and CUB datasets. In
our experimental results, we first observe a significant performance drop of ViT-Hier compared to
ViT-Flat. This highlights a common issue in hierarchical recognition using shared backbones, where
a coarse-fine tradeoff leads to performance degradation, as seen in prior ResNet-based hierarchical
recognition [6]. Our experiments reveal that this problem also exists in ViT architectures. This
indicates that hierarchical recognition is a challenging problem that cannot be solely addressed by
providing hierarchy supervision to class tokens.

On the other hand, our method consistently outperforms most Flat models. Notably, we achieve
substantial improvements in consistency performance as well. While Flat-level models exhibit high
accuracy, they require L times the training time and memory to train each model. Moreover, since
they are separate models, consistency suffers. In contrast, our approach excels in both accuracy
and consistency. Specifically, from the FPA metric viewpoint, which emphasizes both accurate and
consistent predictions across all levels, we observe an approximately +11.6%p improvement in the
Aircraft dataset and a +6.3%p improvement in the CUB dataset compared to ViT-Hier. These results
validate our approach of utilizing segments in progressive learning to enhance both accuracy and
consistency in hierarchical recognition.
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Figure 4: H-CAST enhances the interpretability of the model’s predictions. We visualize the
feature grouping from fine to coarse for full-path correct and incorrect predictions of our approach
on Entity-30 dataset. The hue for all segments is consistent, while saturation and value vary to
represent different granularities. For full-path correct predictions (i.e., predictions at all levels are
correct), visual details are effectively captured and grouped to identify larger objects at coarser
levels. In contrast, the model’s segments fail to recognize the object accurately for full-path incorrect
predictions (i.e., predictions of all levels are incorrect). This highlights an additional advantage of
utilizing segments in hierarchical recognition models, as it not only provides guidance on where to
focus but also enhances interpretability of the model’s predictions.

Table 4: Comparison of Methods in terms of Accuracy(%) and Consistency Metrics(%) on
BREEDS benchmarks. Our model (H-CAST) significantly outperforms ViT-Hier in both Accuracy
and Consistency metrics (Our Gains).

Method | Living-17 (17-34) \ Non-Living-26 (26-52)
| FPA  coarse  fine wWAP  TICE | FPA  coarse fine wAP  TICE

ViT-Single 66.24  75.71 72.06 7328 17.11 | 57.46 65.73 66.32 5746  23.27
Cast-Single | 79.82  88.06 82.88 84.61 8.82 76.77 84.77 81.08 82.31 11.77

ViT-Hier 74.06 8094  74.88 7690 10.50 | 72.04 73.31 68.39 70.03 1245

Ours 8512 90.82 8524 8710 3.19 | 8267 87.89 8315 8473  5.26
Our Gains | +11.06  +9.88  +1036 +10.20 +7.31 | +10.63 +14.58 +1476 +1470 +7.19
\ Entity-13 (13-130) Entity-30 (30-120)

ViT-Single 6422 7628  76.06 76.08  21.33 | 66.93 76.47 74.35 7477 1875
Cast-Single | 78.63 87.80  83.72 84.09 10.65 | 82.67 87.89 83.15 84.73 5.26

ViT-Hier 74.63 86.95  75.39 71.70 5.19 73.01 81.38 74.10 7476 11.61
Ours 85.68 9342  86.15 87.60 1.69 84.83 90.23 85.45 85.88 2.57

Our Gains ‘+ll.()5 +6.47 +10.76  +990  +3.50 ‘ +11.82  +885 +11.35 +11.12  +9.04

4.3 Analysis

BREEDS datasets. Next, we compare model performance on the BREEDS dataset, which has a
larger number of training data compared to Aircraft and CUB. As shown in Table 4, we observe a
similar pattern to the results from Aircraft and CUB datasets. When the models are trained from
scratch without using ImageNet-pretrained models, our model surpasses ViT-Hier by a large margin
in both accuracy and consistency, by more than 10.63-11.82%p in the FPA metric. H-CAST even
surpasses CAST-Single models by 2.2-7.1%p in the FPA metric. This demonstrates that utilizing
hierarchical information results in a significant performance improvement in recognition tasks when
pre-trained weights are not employed.

Fine-to-Coarse vs Coarse-to-Fine learning. Our model adopts a Fine-to-Coarse learning strategy,
wherein it initially focuses on learning fine labels in the lower block and progressively integrates
to learn coarse labels. This is contrary to conventional ResNet-based models, which typically learn



coarser features in the lower block [49, 44, 46]. Thus, to demonstrate the effectiveness of this
Fine-to-Coarse learning architecture, we compare our model with two baselines. The first baseline,
referred to as the Coarse-to-Fine approach, initiates training by focusing on coarse labels in the lower
block and progresses towards fine labels, which is contrary to our approach. The second baseline,
the Fine-Coarse Merging method, concatenates the class token from the lower block with coarser
segments from the upper block to learn coarse labels, and vice versa concatenates the class token
from the upper block with finer segments from the lower block to learn fine labels. This approach
leverages class tokens and segments of varying granularities intuitively. For the sake of evaluating
architecture effectiveness, we do not use Tree-path KL Divergence loss. The comparison results of
these three architectures on FGVC-Aircraft dataset are summarized in Table 5.

We find that Coarse-to-Fine learning Table 5: Coarse-to-Fine learning scheme achieves best
shows the lowest performance, contrary ~ overall performance. We report the impact of hierarchi-
to convention. Fine-Coarse Merging ex- cal learning direction on FGVC-Aircraft.

hibits slightly better accuracy at the fine
level compared to our model. How- Learning Direction | FPA  maker family model wAP
ever, the performance improvement is ~ Coarse-to-Fine 82.01 93.16 89.92 84.10 87.50
marinal onsidering th sgnifcant i ECwenes| Wi i et s
crease in the number of parameters in the

classification head when using segment features as input. Our Coarse-to-Fine learning scheme not
only demonstrates simplicity in implementation but also showcases good performance, making it a
favorable choice for our study.

Effect of proposed losses. To validate Table 6: Utilizing both losses yields best performance.
the efficacy of the two losses we pro- We report the effect of proposed losses on FGVC-Aircraft.
posed, we conduct an ablation study on
FGVC-Aircraft dataset. Table 6 reveals ~ Lus Lrx | FPA  maker family model ~wAP
that each loss term, Hierarchical Spatial- X v 8248 9430 9037 84.04 87.80
consistency loss, and Tree-path KL Di- v X | 8266 9427 90.19 8440 8791
vergence loss, significantly contributes to v v | 8372 9496 91.39 8533 88.90
performance enhancement. Ultimately,
utilizing both losses concurrently yields
the best performance in terms of accuracy and consistency.

H-CAST can guide consistent spatial focus and improve the interpretability of the model’s
predictions. To explore how our model learns segments with varying granularity from fine to coarse
levels, we visualize segments based on hierarchy levels on BREEDS Entity-30 dataset in Figure 4. In
full-path correct prediction cases, where predictions at all levels are correct (Figure 4, Left), visual
details are effectively captured at the fine level and consistently grouped to identify larger objects
at the coarse level. However, in full-path incorrect prediction cases, where predictions at all levels
are incorrect (Figure 4, Right), the model’s segments fail to recognize the object accurately. This
underscores an added benefit of incorporating segments in hierarchical recognition models, as it
not only contributes to consistent predictions but also enhances the interpretability of the model’s
predictions.

Hierarchical semantic recognition enhances internal segmentation. While our primary task is
hierarchical recognition, we further examine whether incorporating additional hierarchical label
information can be beneficial for image segmentation. To investigate this, we compare CAST, which
employs flat-level recognition, with segmentation results. In Figure 5, it can be observed that utilizing
additional taxonomy benefits segmentation. For example in the first ‘bird’ image, H-CAST is able to
segment meaningful parts such as the face, belly, and a branch, with less fractured compared to the
CAST.

To quantitatively evaluate the method, we use the ImageNet segmentation dataset, ImageNet-S [15],
to obtain the ground-truth segmentation data for BREEDS dataset. The number of samples in the
BREEDS validation data for which ground-truth segmentation data can be obtained from ImageNet-S
is 381 for Living-17, 510 for Non-Living-26, 1,336 for Entity-30, and 1,463 for Entity-13. To calculate
the region mIOU for fine-level objects, we use the last-level segments (8-way) for segmentation.
Following CAST, we name the 8-way segmentations using OvSEG [25].

Table in Figure 6 presents a comparison of region mIOU. Since H-CAST uses coarse-level supervision
for the last-level segments, H-CAST can underperform compared to CAST, which employs fine-level
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Figure 5: Additional taxonomy information improves segmentation. We compare our segmenta-

tion results on Entity-30 dataset with CAST at the coarsest level to explore the potential benefits of

incorporating additional hierarchical label information for image segmentation. For example in the

first ‘bird” image, H-CAST is able to segment meaningful parts such as the face, belly, and a branch,

with less fractured compared to the CAST. Thus, H-CAST delivers an improvement in segmentation
CAST H-CAST GT CAST H-CAST

with the benefits of hierarchy. More segmentation results are shown in Appendix A.2.
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Living-17

Entity-30

Region accuracy on BREEDS with ground truth segmentation

regionmlOU | Living-17  Non-Living-26  Entity-30  Entity-13

CAST 31.52 21.86 23.30 14.41
H-CAST 32.83 22.12 22.08 16.19

Entity-13

Figure 6: Using hierarchical information helps in segmenting object parts on BREEDS. To further
verify the effectiveness of using hierarchy information in segmentation, we visualize segmentation
results and measure the region mIOU of Fine-level objects for samples whose segmentation ground
truth (GT) data can be obtained from ImageNet-S [15]. Following CAST, we use the last-level
segments and name the 8-way segmentations using OvSEG [25]. In the visualized images, we can
observe that H-CAST better captures the overall shape in a more coherent manner compared to
CAST. In the Entity-30 example of “llama” in the second row, CAST demonstrates better results than
H-CAST. H-CAST, in this case, incorrectly segments the face and body into different groups. We
believe that finetuning the model, which was trained with hierarchical recognition, using segmentation
data can further improve its performance. In quantitative evaluation, H-CAST outperforms CAST
in most datasets despite using coarse-level supervision for the last-level segments whereas CAST
employs fine-level supervision. These qualitative and quantitative results demonstrate that utilizing
additional taxonomy is effective not only for recognition but also for segmentation.

supervision. Nevertheless, H-CAST outperforms CAST in most datasets, such as Living-17, Non-
Living-26, and Entity-13. Additionally, Figure 6 illustrates the segmentation results. In the visualized
images, we can observe that H-CAST better captures the overall shape in a more coherent manner
compared to CAST. In the Entity-30 example of “llama” in the second row, CAST demonstrates better
results than H-CAST. H-CAST, in this case, incorrectly segments the face and body into different
groups. We believe that finetuning the model, which was trained with hierarchical recognition, using
segmentation data can further improve its performance. These quantitative and qualitative results
demonstrate that utilizing hierarchical information is effective not only for recognition but also for
segmentation.
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A Appendix

A.1 Hyperparameters for Training.

Table 7: Hyper-parameters for training H-CAST and ViT on FGVC-Aircraft, CUB-200-2011,
and BREEDS. We follow mostly the same set up as CAST [23].

Parameter | Aircraft CUB BREEDS
batch_size 256 256 256
crop_size 224 224 224
learning_rate 1e73 pe—4 5e—4
weight_decay 0.05 0.05 0.05
momentum 0.9 0.9 0.9
total_epochs 100 100 100
warmup_epochs 5 5 5
warmup_learning_rate le™* 1le~© 1¢76
optimizer Adam Adam Adam

learning_rate_policy Cosine decay  Cosine decay  Cosine decay
augmentation [9] RandAug(9, 0.5) RandAug(9, 0.5) RandAug(9, 0.5)

label_smoothing [38] 0.1 0.1 0.1
mixup [48] 0.8 0.8 0.8
cutmix [45] 1.0 1.0 1.0
ViT: # Tokens [196] %11

CAST-S: # Tokens [196] x3, [64] x3, [32] x3, [16] x2
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A.2 Additional Visulizations

Figure 7: Additional visual results on segmentation show that H-CAST with additional taxonomy
15

information improves segmentation.



A.3 Limitations

A limitation of our work, similar to CAST, is that the performance of segment discovery relies on
the superpixel algorithm. However, our work aims to increase consistency at the hierarchical level,
ensuring classifiers focus on the same regions, rather than achieving precise segmentation. Therefore,
the inability to find accurate contours is not a significant issue.
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NeurlIPS Paper Checklist

1. Claims

Question: Do the main claims made in the abstract and introduction accurately reflect the paper’s
contributions and scope?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification: The abstract and introduction clearly state our claims and contributions.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the abstract and introduction do not include the claims made in the
paper.

* The abstract and/or introduction should clearly state the claims made, including the contributions
made in the paper and important assumptions and limitations. A No or NA answer to this
question will not be perceived well by the reviewers.

* The claims made should match theoretical and experimental results, and reflect how much the
results can be expected to generalize to other settings.

* It s fine to include aspirational goals as motivation as long as it is clear that these goals are not
attained by the paper.
2. Limitations
Question: Does the paper discuss the limitations of the work performed by the authors?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: Limitation is described in Appendix.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper has no limitation while the answer No means that the
paper has limitations, but those are not discussed in the paper.

* The authors are encouraged to create a separate "Limitations" section in their paper.

* The paper should point out any strong assumptions and how robust the results are to violations of
these assumptions (e.g., independence assumptions, noiseless settings, model well-specification,
asymptotic approximations only holding locally). The authors should reflect on how these
assumptions might be violated in practice and what the implications would be.

* The authors should reflect on the scope of the claims made, e.g., if the approach was only tested
on a few datasets or with a few runs. In general, empirical results often depend on implicit
assumptions, which should be articulated.

* The authors should reflect on the factors that influence the performance of the approach. For
example, a facial recognition algorithm may perform poorly when image resolution is low or
images are taken in low lighting. Or a speech-to-text system might not be used reliably to
provide closed captions for online lectures because it fails to handle technical jargon.

* The authors should discuss the computational efficiency of the proposed algorithms and how
they scale with dataset size.

* If applicable, the authors should discuss possible limitations of their approach to address
problems of privacy and fairness.

* While the authors might fear that complete honesty about limitations might be used by reviewers
as grounds for rejection, a worse outcome might be that reviewers discover limitations that
aren’t acknowledged in the paper. The authors should use their best judgment and recognize
that individual actions in favor of transparency play an important role in developing norms that
preserve the integrity of the community. Reviewers will be specifically instructed to not penalize
honesty concerning limitations.

3. Theory Assumptions and Proofs

Question: For each theoretical result, does the paper provide the full set of assumptions and a
complete (and correct) proof?

Answer: [NA]
Justification: The paper does not include theoretical results.

Guidelines:
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» The answer NA means that the paper does not include theoretical results.

* All the theorems, formulas, and proofs in the paper should be numbered and cross-referenced.

* All assumptions should be clearly stated or referenced in the statement of any theorems.

* The proofs can either appear in the main paper or the supplemental material, but if they appear
in the supplemental material, the authors are encouraged to provide a short proof sketch to
provide intuition.

* Inversely, any informal proof provided in the core of the paper should be complemented by
formal proofs provided in appendix or supplemental material.

* Theorems and Lemmas that the proof relies upon should be properly referenced.
. Experimental Result Reproducibility

Question: Does the paper fully disclose all the information needed to reproduce the main experi-
mental results of the paper to the extent that it affects the main claims and/or conclusions of the
paper (regardless of whether the code and data are provided or not)?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: We provide details of our experiments in Section 4.1 and training hyperparameters
in Appendix A.1.

Guidelines:
* The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.

* If the paper includes experiments, a No answer to this question will not be perceived well by the
reviewers: Making the paper reproducible is important, regardless of whether the code and data
are provided or not.

« If the contribution is a dataset and/or model, the authors should describe the steps taken to make
their results reproducible or verifiable.

* Depending on the contribution, reproducibility can be accomplished in various ways. For
example, if the contribution is a novel architecture, describing the architecture fully might
suffice, or if the contribution is a specific model and empirical evaluation, it may be necessary
to either make it possible for others to replicate the model with the same dataset, or provide
access to the model. In general. releasing code and data is often one good way to accomplish
this, but reproducibility can also be provided via detailed instructions for how to replicate the
results, access to a hosted model (e.g., in the case of a large language model), releasing of a
model checkpoint, or other means that are appropriate to the research performed.

* While NeurIPS does not require releasing code, the conference does require all submissions
to provide some reasonable avenue for reproducibility, which may depend on the nature of the
contribution. For example

(a) If the contribution is primarily a new algorithm, the paper should make it clear how to
reproduce that algorithm.

(b) If the contribution is primarily a new model architecture, the paper should describe the
architecture clearly and fully.

(c) If the contribution is a new model (e.g., a large language model), then there should either
be a way to access this model for reproducing the results or a way to reproduce the model
(e.g., with an open-source dataset or instructions for how to construct the dataset).

(d) We recognize that reproducibility may be tricky in some cases, in which case authors are
welcome to describe the particular way they provide for reproducibility. In the case of
closed-source models, it may be that access to the model is limited in some way (e.g.,
to registered users), but it should be possible for other researchers to have some path to
reproducing or verifying the results.

. Open access to data and code

Question: Does the paper provide open access to the data and code, with sufficient instructions to
faithfully reproduce the main experimental results, as described in supplemental material?

Answer:
Justification: We will provide the code and checkpoints of the model upon publication.

Guidelines:
* The answer NA means that paper does not include experiments requiring code.
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Please see the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https://nips.cc/public/
guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

» While we encourage the release of code and data, we understand that this might not be possible,
so “No” is an acceptable answer. Papers cannot be rejected simply for not including code, unless
this is central to the contribution (e.g., for a new open-source benchmark).

* The instructions should contain the exact command and environment needed to run to reproduce
the results. See the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https://nips.cc/public/
guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

* The authors should provide instructions on data access and preparation, including how to access
the raw data, preprocessed data, intermediate data, and generated data, etc.

* The authors should provide scripts to reproduce all experimental results for the new proposed
method and baselines. If only a subset of experiments are reproducible, they should state which
ones are omitted from the script and why.

* At submission time, to preserve anonymity, the authors should release anonymized versions (if

applicable).

Providing as much information as possible in supplemental material (appended to the paper) is

recommended, but including URLS to data and code is permitted.

. Experimental Setting/Details

Question: Does the paper specify all the training and test details (e.g., data splits, hyperparameters,
how they were chosen, type of optimizer, etc.) necessary to understand the results?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: We provide details of our experiments in Section 4.1 and training hyperparameters
in Appendix A.1.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.

» The experimental setting should be presented in the core of the paper to a level of detail that is
necessary to appreciate the results and make sense of them.

* The full details can be provided either with the code, in appendix, or as supplemental material.
. Experiment Statistical Significance

Question: Does the paper report error bars suitably and correctly defined or other appropriate
information about the statistical significance of the experiments?

Answer:

Justification: Due to computational resource limitations, we were unable to conduct a sufficient
number of experiments to generate error bars.

Guidelines:
* The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.
* The authors should answer "Yes" if the results are accompanied by error bars, confidence

intervals, or statistical significance tests, at least for the experiments that support the main claims
of the paper.

* The factors of variability that the error bars are capturing should be clearly stated (for example,
train/test split, initialization, random drawing of some parameter, or overall run with given
experimental conditions).

* The method for calculating the error bars should be explained (closed form formula, call to a
library function, bootstrap, etc.)

* The assumptions made should be given (e.g., Normally distributed errors).

It should be clear whether the error bar is the standard deviation or the standard error of the

mean.

* It is OK to report 1-sigma error bars, but one should state it. The authors should preferably
report a 2-sigma error bar than state that they have a 96% CI, if the hypothesis of Normality of
errors is not verified.

» For asymmetric distributions, the authors should be careful not to show in tables or figures
symmetric error bars that would yield results that are out of range (e.g. negative error rates).
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* If error bars are reported in tables or plots, The authors should explain in the text how they were
calculated and reference the corresponding figures or tables in the text.

. Experiments Compute Resources

Question: For each experiment, does the paper provide sufficient information on the computer
resources (type of compute workers, memory, time of execution) needed to reproduce the experi-
ments?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: We use four 40GB NVIDIA A40 GPUs for our experiments. We provide details of
training hyperparameters in Appendix A.1.

Guidelines:

» The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.

* The paper should indicate the type of compute workers CPU or GPU, internal cluster, or cloud
provider, including relevant memory and storage.

* The paper should provide the amount of compute required for each of the individual experimental
runs as well as estimate the total compute.

* The paper should disclose whether the full research project required more compute than the
experiments reported in the paper (e.g., preliminary or failed experiments that didn’t make it
into the paper).

Code Of Ethics

Question: Does the research conducted in the paper conform, in every respect, with the NeurIPS
Code of Ethics https://neurips.cc/public/EthicsGuidelines?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification: The research conducted in the paper conforms with the NeurIPS Code of Ethics.
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the authors have not reviewed the NeurIPS Code of Ethics.

o If the authors answer No, they should explain the special circumstances that require a deviation
from the Code of Ethics.

* The authors should make sure to preserve anonymity (e.g., if there is a special consideration due
to laws or regulations in their jurisdiction).

Broader Impacts

Question: Does the paper discuss both potential positive societal impacts and negative societal
impacts of the work performed?

Answer: [NA|
Justification: There is no societal impact of the work performed.

Guidelines:
» The answer NA means that there is no societal impact of the work performed.

o If the authors answer NA or No, they should explain why their work has no societal impact or
why the paper does not address societal impact.

» Examples of negative societal impacts include potential malicious or unintended uses (e.g.,
disinformation, generating fake profiles, surveillance), fairness considerations (e.g., deploy-
ment of technologies that could make decisions that unfairly impact specific groups), privacy
considerations, and security considerations.

* The conference expects that many papers will be foundational research and not tied to par-
ticular applications, let alone deployments. However, if there is a direct path to any negative
applications, the authors should point it out. For example, it is legitimate to point out that
an improvement in the quality of generative models could be used to generate deepfakes for
disinformation. On the other hand, it is not needed to point out that a generic algorithm for
optimizing neural networks could enable people to train models that generate Deepfakes faster.

* The authors should consider possible harms that could arise when the technology is being used
as intended and functioning correctly, harms that could arise when the technology is being used
as intended but gives incorrect results, and harms following from (intentional or unintentional)
misuse of the technology.
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» If there are negative societal impacts, the authors could also discuss possible mitigation strategies
(e.g., gated release of models, providing defenses in addition to attacks, mechanisms for
monitoring misuse, mechanisms to monitor how a system learns from feedback over time,
improving the efficiency and accessibility of ML).

Safeguards

Question: Does the paper describe safeguards that have been put in place for responsible release of
data or models that have a high risk for misuse (e.g., pretrained language models, image generators,
or scraped datasets)?

Answer: [NA]
Justification: The paper poses no such risks.
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper poses no such risks.

* Released models that have a high risk for misuse or dual-use should be released with necessary
safeguards to allow for controlled use of the model, for example by requiring that users adhere
to usage guidelines or restrictions to access the model or implementing safety filters.

 Datasets that have been scraped from the Internet could pose safety risks. The authors should
describe how they avoided releasing unsafe images.

* We recognize that providing effective safeguards is challenging, and many papers do not require
this, but we encourage authors to take this into account and make a best faith effort.
Licenses for existing assets

Question: Are the creators or original owners of assets (e.g., code, data, models), used in the
paper, properly credited and are the license and terms of use explicitly mentioned and properly
respected?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification: Our code is based on CAST [23], and CAST follows MIT license.

Guidelines:

» The answer NA means that the paper does not use existing assets.

* The authors should cite the original paper that produced the code package or dataset.

* The authors should state which version of the asset is used and, if possible, include a URL.
* The name of the license (e.g., CC-BY 4.0) should be included for each asset.

* For scraped data from a particular source (e.g., website), the copyright and terms of service of
that source should be provided.

* If assets are released, the license, copyright information, and terms of use in the package should
be provided. For popular datasets, paperswithcode.com/datasets has curated licenses for
some datasets. Their licensing guide can help determine the license of a dataset.

* For existing datasets that are re-packaged, both the original license and the license of the derived
asset (if it has changed) should be provided.

* If this information is not available online, the authors are encouraged to reach out to the asset’s
creators.
New Assets

Question: Are new assets introduced in the paper well documented and is the documentation
provided alongside the assets?

Answer: [NA]
Justification: Our code is based on CAST. We will make our codes publicly available.
Guidelines:

» The answer NA means that the paper does not release new assets.

» Researchers should communicate the details of the dataset/code/model as part of their sub-
missions via structured templates. This includes details about training, license, limitations,
etc.

* The paper should discuss whether and how consent was obtained from people whose asset is
used.
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» At submission time, remember to anonymize your assets (if applicable). You can either create
an anonymized URL or include an anonymized zip file.

Crowdsourcing and Research with Human Subjects

Question: For crowdsourcing experiments and research with human subjects, does the paper
include the full text of instructions given to participants and screenshots, if applicable, as well as
details about compensation (if any)?

Answer: [NA|
Justification: The paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with human subjects.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with human
subjects.

* Including this information in the supplemental material is fine, but if the main contribution of
the paper involves human subjects, then as much detail as possible should be included in the
main paper.

* According to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics, workers involved in data collection, curation, or other
labor should be paid at least the minimum wage in the country of the data collector.

. Institutional Review Board (IRB) Approvals or Equivalent for Research with Human Sub-

jects

Question: Does the paper describe potential risks incurred by study participants, whether such
risks were disclosed to the subjects, and whether Institutional Review Board (IRB) approvals
(or an equivalent approval/review based on the requirements of your country or institution) were
obtained?

Answer: [NA|

Justification: The paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with human subjects.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with human
subjects.

* Depending on the country in which research is conducted, IRB approval (or equivalent) may be
required for any human subjects research. If you obtained IRB approval, you should clearly
state this in the paper.

* We recognize that the procedures for this may vary significantly between institutions and
locations, and we expect authors to adhere to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics and the guidelines for
their institution.

* For initial submissions, do not include any information that would break anonymity (if applica-
ble), such as the institution conducting the review.
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