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Abstract—Worst-group accuracy (WGA) evaluates a trained
predictor but does not characterize how its frozen backbone
behaves when a new head is learned. We introduce BiasFlow,
a hook-based toolkit for monitoring class—attribute centroid
alignment (IBMI), within-class centroid separation (W-IBMI),
and feature-projection sensitivity. IBMI is confounded by class—
attribute correlation and is not a measure of causal feature
reliance. We pair these diagnostics with BiasFlow Regularization
(BFR), a supervised, composable class-conditional centroid-
alignment penalty. W-IBMI verifies the quantity BFR optimizes;
it is scale dependent and does not independently establish
attribute removal. Across the reported small-scale benchmarks,
adding BFR improves or preserves mean WGA, with gains up
to +26.0pp on UrbanCars. The principal independent stress
test freezes CelebA-Std backbones and trains fresh heads on
biased data: BFR+GroupDRO improves WGA from 40.7% to
64.1%, while Male probe accuracy decreases from 92.5% to
72.2%. Attribute information remains recoverable, and cross-task
results are mixed. A controlled synthetic-watermark ImageNet
experiment additionally improves watermark-shift accuracy
by +23.0pp under matched training. These results support
evaluating centroid geometry and resistance to biased head
retraining alongside WGA, within the tested protocols.

Index Terms—Spurious correlations, debiasing, representation
learning, geometric probing, worst-group accuracy, backbone
regularization, feature space analysis, deep learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

Spurious correlations can arise when a target label co-
occurs with a task-irrelevant attribute in the training data.
Empirical Risk Minimization (ERM) may exploit such corre-
lations and fail when they change [1]. This problem occurs
in facial attribute recognition [2] and visual group-shift
benchmarks [3].

Over the past several years, the community has developed
a rich family of debiasing methods aimed at minimizing spu-
rious reliance while preserving overall model performance.
Loss-reweighting strategies such as LfF [4] and JTT [5],
head-retraining approaches such as DFR [6], adversarial
discoverers such as DebiAN [7], and group-robust optimizers
such as GroupDRO [3] have all reported substantial improve-
ments on the standard evaluation benchmark: Worst-Group
Accuracy (WGA), the minimum accuracy over evaluated
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Fig. 1. t-SNE of CelebA-Std ResNet-18 features, seed 1 (Blond Hair target,
Male attribute). Baseline and BFR panels illustrate different within-class
subgroup layouts. BFR reduces the targeted centroid discrepancy; two-
dimensional mixing does not establish concept erasure or causal feature
use.

groups defined by the cross-product of class and spurious
attribute.

WGA is the minimum accuracy over predefined evaluation
groups; it does not summarize confidence margins, represen-
tation geometry, or the behavior of a subsequently trained
classifier. Models with different representations can have the
same WGA. DFR [6] demonstrates that a group-balanced
head can improve WGA while its input backbone is held
fixed. This is a useful strategy, not evidence that the original
classifier necessarily uses every attribute encoded by its
backbone. We ask the narrower question of whether a frozen
representation remains susceptible to a new head trained
under the original biased distribution, consistent with the
distinction between representation and classifier studied
in [8], [1].

We introduce BiasFlow to inspect this distinction through
geometric measurements and head-retraining stress tests.
The Inter-class Bias-alignment Metric Index (IBMI) mea-
sures centroid alignment with a pooled, user-specified
attribute direction. Because class composition contributes
to that direction, a high IBMI can occur even without
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within-class attribute separation. We therefore interpret
IBMI as an observational summary, not proof of reliance or
contamination. DFR preserves its own first-stage backbone
during head retraining; equality with a separately trained
ERM run requires identical checkpoint and probe conditions,
which the audit does not enforce. The projection probe
defines signed group accuracy changes, but the retained
figure plots unsigned AblGap. Its nonnegative bars establish
neither exploitation nor interference.

The independent stress test is particularly informative on
CelebA-Std'. GroupDRO achieves 86.3% end-to-end WGA,
but a fresh head trained on the standard biased data over
its frozen backbone obtains 40.7%, close to ERM’s 40.0%
(Table IX). Male probe accuracy is 92.5%. These are distinct
observations: a new biased head performs poorly, and a
separate probe can recover the attribute. Neither establishes
that GroupDRO’s original head uses Male causally.

Our intervention is deliberately restricted to the first
moments of class-conditional attribute groups. BiasFlow
Regularization (BFR) penalizes the distance between their
feature centroids during backbone training. It belongs to the
established family of conditional representation-alignment
methods [9], [10], [11]; its role here is a simple composable
intervention paired with geometric monitoring and a frozen-
backbone evaluation. Equal centroids do not imply equal
feature distributions or attribute erasure.

BFR reduces the objective-aligned W-IBMI statistic
in most configurations (Table IV). More independently,
BFR+GroupDRO vyields 64.1% biased-head WGA and 72.2%
Male probe accuracy, compared with 40.7% and 92.5%
without BFR. The former tests resistance to biased head
retraining; the latter measures recoverability under the
specified probe. Figure 1 illustrates within-class subgroup
mixing in a two-dimensional visualization, which should not
be interpreted as proof of complete distribution alignment.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:

- Geometric monitoring with explicit scope. BiasFlow
reports pooled centroid alignment, class-conditional
centroid separation, and projection sensitivity. We
specify class-composition and scale limitations, and
distinguish the unsigned AblGap from signed group
accuracy drops. These summaries complement WGA;
they do not certify fairness, causal reliance, or concept
removal.

. Composable supervised centroid regularization. BFR
applies class-conditional centroid alignment to the
evaluated training objectives. We retain the reported
WGA results, including the near-neutral Waterbirds JTT
case, and distinguish supervised comparisons from
gains over methods without training-time attribute
labels. We do not claim that conditional alignment
itself is new or that BFR outperforms unevaluated
representation-level methods.

- Frozen-backbone stress testing. Fresh biased heads on
CelebA-Std provide the primary independent evidence:

1CelebA-Std uses Blond Hair as target and Male as the spurious attribute,
with the Blond-Male group rare [3].

GroupDRO’s backbone supports 40.7% WGA, versus
64.1% for BFR+GroupDRO. Appendix experiments report
continued ERM training, Smiling transfer, and alter-
native attribute probes, including negative outcomes.
A separate controlled synthetic-watermark study tests
a large-scale nuisance intervention under matched
training.

II. RELATED WORK

Spurious-correlation mitigation includes predictive-loss
methods, head retraining, and a substantial literature on
representation alignment, adversarial removal, and concept
erasure. We discuss these families to position BFR as
a centroid-level instance of representation regularization
rather than the first representation-level intervention.

A. Predictive-Loss and Head-Retraining Methods

The baselines evaluated here span sample reweighting,
head retraining, and group-supervised robust optimization.
Reweighting and group-loss training can change the entire
network, including the backbone; only the head-retraining
stage of DFR explicitly leaves the backbone fixed.

Loss-Reweighting Approaches. These methods aim to im-
prove Worst-Group Accuracy (WGA) by dynamically altering
the importance of training samples without requiring explicit
group annotations. Just Train Twice (JTT) [5] identifies
misclassified samples from a standard ERM model and
upweights them in a second training phase. Learning from
Failure (LfF) [4] simultaneously trains a biased network to
amplify prejudice and a debiased network that focuses on
samples the biased model struggles with. Similarly, Debiasing
Alternate Networks (DebiAN) [7] employs an adversarial
setup to discover and unlearn unknown biases. These
methods can shift the final decision rule toward minority
or shortcut-conflicting samples, but they regulate training
through sample weights rather than explicit representation
constraints. Consequently, the backbone remains free to
encode spurious attributes even when the output classifier
becomes more robust.

Classification Head Retraining. DFR [6] retrains a linear
head on balanced data over a frozen ERM-trained backbone.
It demonstrates that useful core features can already be
present. Our stress test concerns a later biased head, not a
defect in the balanced DFR decision rule.

Head retraining preserves an existing representation and
can avoid the cost of relearning it. BFR instead changes
the backbone during its training stage. These interventions
answer different questions: robust prediction with a selected
head, versus the behavior of new heads on frozen features.
Neither approach universally dominates, particularly when
transferred tasks benefit from the targeted attribute.

Debiasing with Explicit Bias Annotations. When spurious
group labels are available, methods can directly enforce
robustness. Invariant Risk Minimization (IRM) [12] seeks
representations that support invariant prediction across
training environments, offering a theoretical route to avoid-
ing environment-specific shortcuts. Group Distributionally
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Robust Optimization (GroupDRO) [3] minimizes the maxi-
mum loss across predefined groups. Recent advancements
have extended this paradigm: Hierarchical Group DRO
[13] addresses both inter-group and intra-group distribu-
tional shifts through a multi-level ambiguity set, while LISA
(Learning Invariant Predictors with Selective Augmentation)
[14] leverages group labels to perform selective mixup
interpolation, effectively canceling out spurious correlations
during training. These methods enforce outcome robustness
through group-level losses or augmentations, but high WGA
does not by itself certify that the backbone has become
invariant to the spurious attribute.

B. Latent and Causal Fairness Metrics

To look beyond output accuracy, recent work has de-
veloped metrics to quantify bias directly within learned
features.

Observational Probes. Information-theoretic approaches
measure statistical dependence. For instance, InfoFair [15]
minimizes variational mutual information between out-
comes and sensitive attributes, while Gowri et al. [16]
propose scalable approximations for high-dimensional la-
tent mutual information. Geometrically, Zhou et al. [17]
introduce Fair CCA to minimize correlation disparity across
groups via canonical correlations, and Frolov and Oseledets
[18] use principal angle alignments to quantify subspace
relationships. These metrics expose structure that output
accuracy cannot see, but they are generally not designed as
lightweight monitoring tools for debiasing pipelines or tied
to a corresponding backbone-level training objective.

Interventional Probing. Interventional metrics test
whether representations actively influence predictions rather
than merely encoding information. Guerner et al. [19]
perform feature-space interventions on learned subspaces to
verify if specific concepts drive model predictions, offering
stronger evidence of debiasing than observational correla-
tion. However, such probes are usually used as post-hoc
analyses; they rarely distinguish whether a spurious feature
is being exploited as a shortcut or acting as interference,
and they do not prescribe how to reshape the backbone.

C. Relationship to Prior Work

Conditional alignment is established prior work. Condi-
tional Learning of Fair Representations [9] aligns represen-
tations across demographic groups conditional on class to
address equalized error rates. Correct-N-Contrast (CNC) [10]
uses an ERM model to identify same-class examples with
different spurious cues and learns aligned representations
contrastively without training-time attribute labels; it also
connects alignment to worst-group error. BFR uses supplied
attribute labels and a first-moment penalty, so it offers
neither CNC’s annotation advantage nor full conditional
distribution matching.

Learning Not to Learn [20] adversarially suppresses bias in-
formation through a feature-bias mutual-information objec-
tive. EnD [21] regularizes intermediate representations by en-
tangling same-target features and disentangling bias-related

features. LEACE [22] performs closed-form linear concept
erasure with guarantees for the transformed representation;
BFR’s approximate conditional centroid alignment has no
comparable erasure guarantee. Spurious Correlation-Aware
Embedding Regularization (SCER) [11] derives core and
spurious directions from group-wise mean embeddings and
regularizes the embedding space for worst-group robustness.
SCER is especially close in its use of group means, while
its direction- and classifier-based theoretical motivation
differs from BFR’s direct within-class centroid penalty. Our
contribution is the monitoring and evaluation workflow
around a composable penalty. The experiments do not
include these close representation-level baselines and cannot
establish superiority over them.

ITII. METHODOLOGY: BIASFLOW AND REPRESENTATION
REGULARIZATION

BiasFlow collects latent features with forward hooks to

compute observational geometry and feature-projection sen-
sitivity without changing baseline training. BFR is a separate
supervised training penalty applied to the features. Figure 2
summarizes the workflow. The metric limitations below
apply to all models, including ordinary ERM backbones,
rather than arising only after BFR.
Notation. Let fy(x) € R denote the backbone feature em-
bedding of input x, y€{1,...,C} the class label, s€{0,1} the
binary spurious attribute, u. the empirical centroid of class
¢, and Sp the between-class scatter matrix. These symbols
are shared across both components below.

A. BiasFlow Diagnostic: IBMI-based Geometric Probing

The first component of BiasFlow instruments any back-
bone via forward hooks to compute a hierarchy of geometric
metrics that quantify spurious entanglement at the repre-
sentation level, without modifying training.

Geometric foundations. We define u. as the empirical
class centroid and w as the principal eigenvector of the
between-class scatter matrix Sg, following Fisher [23]. The
spurious direction wspy, is the unit vector connecting the
two spurious-group centroids:

Wspur = Hs=D - ps=0) . 1

lpu(s=1) —p(s =02

Here s is a user-specified attribute such as Male, back-
ground, a co-occurring object, or a synthetic watermark.
The pooled mean satisfies u(s) =Y. P(y =c| 9uly =c,$9).
Thus wspyr can contain class-composition differences even
when u(y=c,s=1) = pu(y=c,s=0) for every class. We call
it an attribute-associated direction rather than a causally
isolated spurious factor. It is recomputed per model, so
cross-model differences also involve changes in the probe
axis. If the centroid difference vanishes, the direction is
undefined and the corresponding statistic should be marked
unavailable.
Inter-class Bias-alignment Metric Index (IBMI). IBMI
measures the variance of equally weighted class centroids
projected on wgpyr, relative to the largest eigenvalue of their
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Fig. 2. BiasFlow workflow and evidence roles. (a) Forward hooks expose centroid geometry and unsigned projection sensitivity. Blue circles and
orange triangles denote attribute values, dashed ellipses denote target classes, and open markers denote group centroids. (b) BFR-inv penalizes
within-class centroid differences, averaged over annotated attributes during backbone training; W-IBMI is scale-dependent, objective-aligned verification.
(c) Frozen-backbone tests fit a fresh task head on biased training features and a separate attribute probe on validation features, then evaluate on
test features. Geometry is schematic, not measured data. Centroid alignment and projection sensitivity do not establish concept erasure or a causal
intervention-selection rule; predictive evidence is limited to the tested protocols.

scatter. For C>1,let i=C 'Y e and Sp = (C-1)7' ¥ (e —
@) (e — @ ". Use the same sample-variance normalization in
the numerator:

Var, ( (We, wspur))

IBMI =
Amax(Sp) + €

)
where € > 0 stabilizes division. The numerator equals
w;,urSB Wspur, SO the Rayleigh bound gives 0 < IBMI <1
for a unit axis and positive-semidefinite Sp. Degenerate
class scatter has no useful alignment interpretation and is
treated as unavailable by the probe. For two noncoincident
class centroids, IBMI is a squared cosine between the class-
and attribute-centroid directions, up to €. This is a standard
geometric quantity, not a novel dependence estimator. High
IBMI does not establish within-class attribute encoding or
classifier use.
Within-Class IBMI (W-IBMI). W-IBMI measures class-
conditional centroid separation using the same supplied
attribute labels as BFR. It avoids the pooled-axis confounding
mechanism in its definition, but closely matches the BFR-inv
objective. With class-attribute imbalance, successful centroid
alignment can leave a pooled axis dominated by class
composition, so IBMI may increase toward one despite
the reduction in within-class separation. This is a limitation
of interpreting pooled alignment as bias, not a reason to
treat W-IBMI as independent validation:
1 C
W-IBMI = — }°
C c=1

[u(y=c, s=1) - u(y=c, s=0) ||2

p 3)

where division by d reports squared centroid distance
per feature coordinate. It does not make the metric scale
invariant or comparable across architectures: replacing z
by az multiplies W-IBMI by a?, even if an inverse head-
weight rescaling leaves predictions unchanged. We retain the
reported values as objective-aligned verification statistics

under each feature convention. They are not used to rank
architectures or prove removal of attribute information.

IBMI and W-IBMI are descriptive first-moment summaries.
Equal within-class centroids do not imply equal conditional
distributions or prevent attribute prediction through other
feature structure. Attribute probes and biased-head WGA
therefore supply separate operational evidence. Balanced or
class-residualized axes, normalized or whitened distances,
feature norms, and distributional measures would be useful
additional validations; no such new measurements are
claimed here.

B. AblGap: Feature-Space Ablation Probe

IBMI and W-IBMI quantify the geometric presence of
spurious structure in the backbone, but do not reveal the
functional role that structure plays in the model’s decisions.
BiasFlow therefore includes a complementary feature-space
ablation probe, the Ablation Gap (AblGap), which measures
the accuracy consequence of projecting out the empirical
prespecified-attribute direction from the feature space. Like
IBMI, AblGap should be interpreted as a sensitivity test for
a user-specified attribute direction, not as proof that this
direction is a causally pure spurious factor.

Definition. Given feature z = fy(x) and prespecified attribute
direction wspyr, We project out the corresponding compo-
nent:

Z = (4)

2 <Z, wspur> Wspur -

Let 9g and 9y be the spurious-related and spurious-
unrelated groups. The accuracy drop after projection for
group g€ {R,U} is:

®)

and AblGap = |[AAccg — AAccy| captures the asymmetry
between groups.

AAccg = Accg(z) — Accg(2),
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Signed projection sensitivity. AblGap is nonnegative
and measures group asymmetry; it has no exploita-
tion/interference sign. The sign belongs to AAccg: a positive
value means the removed component helped the fixed head
on group R, and a negative value means projection helped
that group. We use exploitation-like and interference-like
as tentative interpretations. Since the projected direction
can include class information and projection creates a
feature-space perturbation, neither sign isolates the under-
lying attribute causally. The retained CelebA and UrbanCars
plot does not report the signed group drops; controlled
validation of both sign interpretations and intervention
selection remains future work. The probe is applied to
trained baseline models before BFR intervention, not to
an untrained model or to a dataset in isolation.

C. BiasFlow Regularization (BFR)

We test whether supervised within-class centroid align-
ment changes the behavior of the evaluated backbones.
BFR adds a geometric penalty to the base training loss
(cross-entropy in the ERM case):

Lot = LcE + A’LgeOv (6)

where A is an effective scheduled weight. BFR-inv is the
principal intervention; BFR-orth and BFR-spectral are ad-
ditional modes evaluated in the appendix. The schedule
and centroid handling are specified below. No validated
exploitation/interference rule is used to choose a mode.

1) Within-Class Invariance Loss (BFR-inv): The inv mode
directly targets the within-class component of spurious ge-
ometry. It aims to reduce the within-class spurious centroid
signal by pulling the related (s =1) and unrelated (s = 0)
subsets of each class ¢ toward the same feature centroid:

1 & lpy=c¢s=1)-puy=cs=0)]>

Liny = — , @
1mv Cczl d ()

where d is the feature dimension.

Mechanism and scope. This penalty aligns first moments
conditional on the target label. It does not impose indepen-
dence of the attribute and representation, align all distribu-
tions, or guarantee erasure accessible to every classifier. We
verify optimization with W-IBMI and evaluate independent
predictive consequences using WGA and frozen-backbone
stress tests.

Multiple attributes. With K annotated binary attributes,
the implementation uses Lgeo = K‘IZleLi(I];)], each com-
puted separately conditional on class and attribute sy.
CelebA-MB uses Male and Young, and UrbanCars uses back-
ground and co-occurring object. Both labels are required.
This marginal alignment does not explicitly align all joint
attribute combinations or constrain their interactions.

Centroid estimates and gradients. For each (c,s;) cell
with at least two minibatch examples, the loss uses the
current differentiable batch mean. A detached running buffer
is initialized at the first qualifying batch and then updated as
m—am+(1—-a)f, with @ =0.9. If a cell has fewer than two
examples, its previous detached buffer is used; if no buffer

TABLE I
TRAINING HYPERPARAMETERS PER DATASET. METHOD-LEVEL OVERRIDES
(BELOW THE RULE) APPLY ON TOP OF DATASET DEFAULTS. wd = WEIGHT DECAY,
mom = MOMENTUM, bs = BATCH SIZE.

Dataset Arch Opt Ir wd mom bs Epochs
CelebA (R18) R18 SGD le-4 le-4 0.9 128 50
CelebA (R50) R50 SGD le-4 le-4 0.9 128 50
CelebA-MB R18 SGD le-3 le-4 0.8 64 50
UrbanCars R50 SGD le-3 le-3 0.1 128 60
Waterbirds R50 SGD le-3 le-4 0.9 128 300
Method overrides (applied on top of dataset defaults):

LfF / DebiAN — Adam le-4 0.0 — 256 same
JTT (CelebA) — SGD le-5 0.1 0.9 128 +1 stage
JIT (UrbanCars) — SGD le-5 0.1 0.9 128 +3 stage
JTT (Waterbirds) — SGD le-5 0.1 0.9 128 +60 stage
DFR — — same  same — same +5 L-BFGS

exists, that class—attribute pair is skipped. The loss averages
over classes with both centroids available and then over
attributes. Gradients propagate only through current batch
means. A term using two stored means has no backbone
gradient, although it contributes to the reported scalar loss.
Rare groups may receive delayed or intermittent alignment
signals and stale estimates as the backbone evolves.

Weight schedule. For total training epochs T, let e, be
the integer warmup length (fractional warmup overrides
an absolute value), r the configured ramp fraction, and
q an optional stop fraction. The effective weight is zero
for e < e, and, when enabled, for e > |gT]. Otherwise it
is Amax if ¥ =0, or Apaxmin{l, (e —ey)/ max(1, [rT])}. This
is a configured epoch schedule, not a feedback-adaptive
optimizer. Dataset and method overrides must be interpreted
per run.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS
A. Experimental Setup

The small-scale audit covers CelebA-Std [2], [3] (Blond
Hair/Male, ResNet-18 and ResNet-50 [24]), CelebA-MB (Smil-
ing/Male and Young, eight joint evaluation groups), Urban-
Cars [25] (urban/country with background and co-occurring-
object attributes), and Waterbirds [3] (bird type/background).
A separate ImageNet-1K [26] experiment introduces a syn-
thetic watermark during training (Section IV-F). We compare
ERM, LfE JTT, DFR, DebiAN, and GroupDRO, with and
without BFR. Reported benchmark values summarize three
seeds. CelebA-Std uses validation WGA selection, whereas
CelebA-MB and UrbanCars use validation average accuracy
for the recorded runs. This difference can distort WGA
comparisons and does not arise from a principled lack
of group labels: BFR requires these annotations. We pre-
serve existing results rather than retrospectively selecting
unrecorded checkpoints. Unified reimplementations differ
materially from some published baselines, particularly LfF
on CelebA-R50; gains describe these implementations, not
superiority over the original methods.

Table I lists dataset defaults and method overrides. BFR
uses A =20 by default and A =1 for JTT, based on the
reported sensitivity study rather than a general optimality
rule. The centroid buffer uses a =0.9; the default absolute
warmup is five epochs, with fractional warmup/ramp/stop
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settings available in the implementation. Probes are sched-
uled every five epochs. Saved per-run schedules and check-
point selection are necessary to reproduce a particular result;
a rare-group or EMA sensitivity study is not included.

B. Backbone Geometry Audit

IBMI describes the alignment of class centroids with
the pooled attribute-centroid axis. Low values indicate
weak alignment in this geometry; high values indicate
co-alignment, which can arise from class composition alone.
Neither establishes a clean or contaminated backbone in a
causal sense.

Table II reports IBMI for all baseline methods across
all datasets and architectures. No output-level method
systematically reduces backbone IBMI below ERM, and
several make it substantially worse.

DFR/ERM provenance. The earlier assertion that the
DFR row equals ERM by construction was incorrect for
this audit. The saved baseline sweep invokes DFR with its
own first-stage training rather than an ERM checkpoint, and
the trainer freezes that first-stage model only during head
retraining. Separate training, checkpoint selection, and probe
evaluation can therefore yield different IBMI. We retain the
recorded values (0.404/0.502 on CelebA-R18, 0.274/0.468 on
CelebA-MB, and 0.357/0.331 on Waterbirds for ERM/DFR),
remove claims of shared-checkpoint identity, and do not
interpret these differences as an effect of head retraining.
The run configuration explains a source of mismatch, but
a checkpoint-by-checkpoint identity/probe audit is still
needed to certify numerical provenance across every table
cell.

LfF and DebiAN have larger recorded IBMI than ERM on
CelebA and Waterbirds: for example, the CelebA-R50 values
are 0.881 and 0.896 versus 0.559. This reports an alignment
difference; without controlled axes or interventions it does
not identify a mechanism such as increased encoding or
prove that the original head relies more on the attribute.
GroupDRO'’s outcome robustness can likewise coexist with
pooled alignment.

JTT has low IBMI on Waterbirds (0.060 versus ERM 0.357)
and CelebA-MB (0.013 versus 0.274). These are dataset-
specific alignment outcomes, not anomalies to discard or
evidence that JTT universally removes attribute information.
A causal explanation would require controlled measurement
beyond the present audit.

The audit shows that output performance and the re-
ported centroid geometry do not move uniformly together.
The independent frozen-backbone analysis is needed to as-
sess whether these differences have a practical consequence
under new head training.

C. AblGap Analysis

Figure 3 reports unsigned AblGap on converged baseline
backbones for CelebA-Std and UrbanCars. The original
plotting script reads the recorded AblGap fields, not signed
AAccg. We retain those values and correct the axis descrip-
tion. AblGap measures the absolute difference in projection-
induced accuracy changes between attribute groups.

(a) CelebA-Std: AblGap (Blond / Male) (b) UrbanCars: AblGap (two spurious attributes)
7
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Fig. 3. Unsigned AblGap on CelebA-Std and UrbanCars, using the original
plotted seed values. AblGap is |AAccg — AAccy|, reported in pp. Larger
values indicate more asymmetric projection sensitivity across groups. The
bars do not show the sign of either accuracy change, and cannot distinguish
exploitation from interference.

JTT’s CelebA-Std AblGap is 55.5pp, a large asymmetry in
group-specific projection sensitivity. All displayed bars are
nonnegative by definition, so their signs cannot establish
exploitation. Without the signed group drops, neither an
exploitation nor an interference regime can be certified from
this figure. Class-composition confounding further limits
causal interpretation. The experiment documents projection
sensitivity rather than validated intervention selection.

D. Comparison with Debiasing Baselines

We now evaluate whether backbone-level geometric regu-
larization translates to improved fairness across all datasets:
CelebA-Std (Blond Hair target, Male spurious), CelebA-
MB (Smiling target, Male + Young spurious), UrbanCars
(scene classification, background + object spurious), and
Waterbirds (bird type target, background spurious). We
report Worst-Group Accuracy (WGA), the accuracy of the
worst-performing subgroup defined by the cross-product
of class label and spurious attribute. Higher WGA indicates
fairer performance.

Tables III, V, and VI report WGA for all baselines with
and without BFR-inv across all datasets and architectures.
BFR improves or preserves WGA across all configurations,
with the smallest gain observed for JTT on Waterbirds and
average accuracy preserved within 0-2 pp throughout.

BFR’s reported gains vary by dataset and base method.
DER changes only its head during the second stage, whereas
LfE JTT, DebiAN, and GroupDRO can change their back-
bones throughout training. Their WGA objectives do not
explicitly enforce BFR’s centroid constraint. The observed
gain ordering should not be read as a demonstrated corre-
lation between IBMI and treatment benefit or as evidence
that reweighting leaves representations unchanged.

The relationship also explains why BFR is most valuable
as a compositional module rather than a standalone method.
On CelebA-MB, where the multi-bias structure makes output-
level corrections less effective, gains are largest precisely
because no baseline method can address both spurious axes
simultaneously through head compensation alone.
Supervision. BFR requires spurious attribute labels and
belongs to the same supervised category as GroupDRO [3].
Gains over unsupervised methods (LfE JTT, DebiAN) reflect
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TABLE II
IBMI OF TRAINED BACKBONES (REPORTED 3-SEED MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS; URBANCARS REPORTS MEAN BACKGROUND/OBJECT VALUES). IBMI IS A
CLASS-CONFOUNDED CENTROID-ALIGNMENT SUMMARY, NOT ACTUAL FEATURE RELIANCE. DFR FREEZES ITS OWN FIRST-STAGE BACKBONE, WHICH NEED NOT
EQUAL THE SEPARATELY TRAINED ERM RUN. * LOW-IBMI CASES DISCUSSED IN THE TEXT. N/A MARKS AN UNAVAILABLE CONFIGURATION; GROUPDRO USES
RESNET-50 FOR THE REPORTED CELEBA-MB CONFIGURATION.

Method CelebA R18 CelebA R50 CelebA-MB R18 UrbanCars™ R50 Waterbirds R50
ERM 0.404+0.008 0.559+0.004 0.274+0.010 0.217 / 0.489 0.357+0.029
LfF 0.681+0.055 0.881+0.003 0.940+0.017 0.108 / 0.421 0.650+0.059
JTT 0.609+0.010 0.647+0.016 0.013+0.014* 0.158 / 0.075 0.060+0.012*
DFR 0.502+0.019 0.559+0.004 0.468+0.017 0.212 / 0.474 0.331+0.004
DebiAN 0.513+0.033 0.896+0.008 0.951+0.014 0.089 / 0.312 0.597+0.034
GroupDRO 0.466+0.023 0.650+0.004 N/A¢ 0.044+0.014 / 0.372+0.018 0.329+0.003

TUrbanCars reports IBMI for two spurious attributes (background-correlation / co-occurring-object), 3-seed mean. IBMI is evaluated on converged
backbones using the BiasFlow probe.

(a) IBMI — inflation artefact (b) W-IBMI — true debiasing signal
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Fig. 4. Recorded IBMI and W-IBMI trajectories for ERM and BFR+ERM
on CelebA-Std. Pooled centroid alignment can increase as the attribute
axis becomes dominated by class composition. W-IBMI tracks the centroid
penalty being optimized, rather than independent concept erasure.

both the geometric intervention and the additional super-
vision signal; absolute comparisons should be interpreted
accordingly. A single hyperparameter rule A=20 governs all
configurations, reduced to A=1 for JTT to prevent competing
gradient signals with its 50x sample upweighting; see the
supplementary material for the A sensitivity sweep.
W-IBMI tracks BFR’s intended geometric effect. W-IBMI
is an objective-aligned verification metric: its reduction
shows that the targeted first-moment discrepancy decreased
under the chosen feature convention. Its formula matches
BFR-inv apart from estimation details, so it is not inde-
pendent evidence of attribute removal. Figure 4 illustrates
the pooled-axis limitation: IBMI can rise toward one while
within-class centroid distance falls. Both summaries use
model-dependent features; feature scale and class compo-
sition must be considered. Table IV preserves the original
measurements, including the BFR+GroupDRO R50 exception.
ResNet-50 results (Table V). The CelebA-Std ResNet-50
configuration with ImageNet pretraining also has positive re-
ported WGA gains, including LfF (+6.7 pp) and DFR (+4.1 pp).
GroupDRO reaches 88.5%, below the separately published
HierDRO value of 90.4%. This is an architecture-specific
replication within the reported pipeline, not evidence of
unrestricted generalization.

Scene and object datasets (Table VI). UrbanCars has
the largest reported WGA gain (+26.0pp for BFR+ERM).
On Waterbirds the mean gains are positive, but BFR+JTT

is effectively neutral (80.9% versus 80.8%); the appendix
records sensitivity to stronger regularization. The preserved
table results characterize the tested pipelines, not a verified
single-direction mechanism or universal accuracy preserva-
tion.

Table IV shows substantial reductions in the targeted
centroid statistic in most settings, with the explicit
BFR+GroupDRO R50 exception and a Waterbirds JTT residual
of 0.004. These are first-moment changes under a fixed
reporting convention. Figure 5 is a qualitative visualiza-
tion of attribute-wise supervised alignment, not proof that
all four joint subgroups have identical distributions. The
frozen-head and attribute-probe experiments assess practical
consequences independently of this loss-aligned statistic.

E. Comparison with Supervised Methods

Since BFR requires spurious attribute labels at training
time, it belongs to the same supervised category as Group-
DRO [3]. Table VII reports results when BFR is applied on
top of GroupDRO directly.

The BFR+GroupDRO comparison keeps training-time
attribute supervision in both methods and is therefore more
informative about the added penalty than comparisons
with unannotated baselines. Recorded gains are largest on
CelebA-MB (+12.5pp) and UrbanCars (+13.3 pp). GroupDRO
trains the whole model, while BFR imposes an additional
centroid constraint; the gains do not establish separate
head-only and backbone-only failure modes.

E Controlled Synthetic-Watermark ImageNet Study

CelebA uses demographic attributes, while UrbanCars and
Waterbirds use contextual attributes. We separately test a
controlled synthetic watermark on ImageNet-1K to assess
a known training-time nuisance under matched ERM and
BFR training. This is a supervised synthetic-spurious-feature
experiment.

Setup. The reported experiment injects a watermark into
ImageNet-1K training images with probability p =0.5 and
trains matched ResNet-50 ERM and BFR+ERM models from
scratch for 90 epochs. Watermark-related evaluation is
motivated by ImageNet-W [25] and SEBRA [27]. Because
training includes an explicitly injected, annotated watermark,
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TABLE III
WGA (%) ON CELEBA-STD (RESNET-18) AND CELEBA-MB (RESNET-18). 3 SEEDS, MEAN+STD. BOLD: HIGHER WGA BETWEEN REPRODUCED AND +BFR FOR
EACH METHOD. Italics: PUBLISHED NUMBER FOR REFERENCE. | SUPERVISED METHOD. F PUBLISHED DFR (92.9) USES RESNET-50 + SKLEARN SOLVER; OUR R18
REPRODUCTION USES L-BFGS HEAD, EXPLAINING THE GAP.

CelebA-Std (ResNet-18)

CelebA-MB (ResNet-18)

Method Paradigm Published WGA Reproduced WGA +BFR WGA Reproduced WGA +BFR WGA
ERM Baseline 37.9 43.9+1.2 54.6+2.6 40.3+1.6 53.9+2.7
LfF Loss-reweight 43.3 58.7+£2.1 61.7+2.3 49.1+£3.3 67.7+2.3
JIT Loss-reweight 81.1 81.1+£0.4 82.2+0.5 62.74+3.8 69.3+2.6
DFR' Head-retrain 92.9 80.6+2.5 81.9+1.0 73.940.8 75.7+1.0
DebiAN Loss-reweight 52.9 64.4+3.2 65.4+5.3 46.9+4.2 58.4+2.4
GroupDROJr Supervised 88.9 86.3+0.5 88.0+1.5 55.7+0.5 68.3+4.4

CelebA-Std reproduced numbers use WGA-based model selection (best validation worst-group accuracy), matching the standard benchmark protocol.
CelebA-MB uses accuracy-based model selection. For CelebA-MB, all methods are compared within the same controlled implementation.

TABLE IV
REPORTED W-IBMI BEFORE AND AFTER BFR-INV (3-SEED MEANS). THIS
SCALE-DEPENDENT FIRST-MOMENT STATISTIC VERIFIES AN
OBJECTIVE-ALIGNED EFFECT WITHIN EACH FEATURE CONVENTION; IT CANNOT
RANK ARCHITECTURES OR CERTIFY ERASURE. * BFR+GROUPDRO R50 DOES
NOT REDUCE W-IBMI; JTT+BFR WATERBIRDS RETAINS A LARGER RESIDUAL
THAN MOST OTHER CONFIGURATIONS.

CelebA R18 CelebA R50  Waterbirds R50
Method Base +BFR Base +BFR Base +BFR
ERM 0.090 0.001 0.018 0.002 0.027 0.001
LfF 0.298 0.000 0.082 0.000 0.158 0.000
JTT 0.037 0.001 0.008 0.001 0.013 0.004%
DFR 0.063 0.001 0.018 0.002 0.026 0.001
DebiAN 0.154 0.001 0.060 0.001 0.116 0.001
GroupDRO 0.074 0.000 0.019 0.022* 0.024 0.001

*BFR+JTT Waterbirds W-IBMI = 0.004 (vs. ~0.001 for others), consistent
with partial centroid collapse under JTT’s conflicting 50x upweighting
schedule.

TABLE V
WGA (%) ON CELEBA-STD (RESNET-50, IMAGENET PRETRAINED). 3 SEEDS,
MEAN=+STD, WGA-BASED MODEL SELECTION. BOLD: HIGHER WGA BETWEEN
REPRODUCED AND +BFR FOR EACH METHOD. Italics: PUBLISHED NUMBER FOR
REFERENCE. T SUPERVISED METHOD.

WGA (%)

Method Paradigm Published Reproduced +BFR
ERM Baseline 47.7 49.1+1.6 50.6+0.5
LfF Loss-reweight 77.2 55.9+5.9 62.6+8.1
JTT Loss-reweight 81.5 80.2+0.2 82.1+0.2
DFR' Head-retrain 80.7 81.3+1.8 85.4+2.2
DebiAN Loss-reweight — 62.6+3.3 64.1+3.0
GroupDROJr Supervised 89.3 88.0+0.7 88.5+0.5
HierDRO' Supervised ref. 90.4 — —

All results use WGA-based model selection (best validation worst-group
accuracy). DFR freezes its own ERM-trained first-stage backbone for
L-BFGS head retraining. The audit does not establish identity with the
separate ERM checkpoint.

this is not the canonical evaluation of naturally trained
ImageNet models on ImageNet-W. We retain the reported
IN-W label for the evaluation split, but make no directly
comparable canonical-benchmark or state-of-the-art claim.
Table VIII also reports clean validation and four additional
shifts.

Results. Under this controlled training protocol, IN-W accu-
racy increases from 52.6% to 75.6% (+23.0 pp), while clean
validation accuracy remains 76.0%. The four other reported
shifts change by less than 2 pp. W-IBMI decreases from 0.113
to <0.001 and unsigned AblGap from 0.161 to 0.001; these
are, respectively, objective-aligned centroid distance and
group-asymmetric projection sensitivity, not two indepen-
dent demonstrations of watermark erasure. The geometry
rows contain point summaries without reported per-seed
uncertainty, unlike the accuracy rows. The independent
accuracy comparison supports utility under this synthetic
intervention, but not general improvement on unrelated
OOD shifts.

Implication. The synthetic study provides a matched large-
scale example in which BFR improves watermark-shift
accuracy while preserving the reported clean accuracy.
Canonical ImageNet-W evaluation without synthetic wa-
termark injection, and comparisons with equally supervised
representation-level methods, remain separate experiments.

G. Backbone and Head Contribution Analysis

We freeze the converged CelebA-Std ResNet-18 backbones
and learn new linear heads. Balanced mode uses group-
balanced validation examples with L-BFGS; biased mode
uses the standard training distribution with SGD; attribute-
probe mode trains an SGD linear classifier on validation
features to predict Male and evaluates it on the test set. This
is the saved probe implementation, rather than a separately
fitted logistic-regression solver. Table IX reports three-seed
means, with variability reconstructed from saved per-seed
outputs in Appendix G. Balanced and biased modes differ
in data and solver, so their difference is a protocol stress
test, not a causal decomposition or an optimal-head bound.

Balanced mode yields approximately 79-84% WGA across
the evaluated backbones under the supplied balancing and
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Fig. 5. t-SNE of CelebA-MB ResNet-18 features (Smiling target; Male and Young annotated attributes). Color encodes target and Male; shape encodes
Young. Baseline panels show subgroup separation; BFR panels illustrate more within-class mixing. BFR averages separate class-conditional penalties for
the two supplied attributes. The visualization does not establish joint distribution alignment or lack of attribute recoverability.

TABLE VI
WGA (%) AND ID ACCURACY (%) ON SCENE/OBJECT DATASETS (3 SEEDS, MEAN+STD). BOLD: HIGHER VALUE BETWEEN BASE AND +BFR FOR EACH REPORTED
METRIC WITHIN EACH METHOD. T SUPERVISED METHOD.

UrbanCars (R50) Waterbirds (R50)
Method Paradigm ID Acc (base / +BFR) WGA (base / +BFR) Avg Acc (base / +BFR) WGA (base / +BFR)
ERM Baseline 97.5+0.3 / 96.4+£0.6 56.7+0.5 / 82.7+£0.5 91.2 / 94.0 79.0+£0.1 / 83.2+1.4
LfF Loss-reweight 97.2+1.7 / 97.4+0.9 67.7+3.6 / 85.6+2.8 91.9 / 92.7 79.4+1.5 / 86.5+1.6
JTT* Loss-reweight 91.6+1.4 / 91.9+1.7 56.7+2.5 / 60.1+2.3 88.1 / 88.3 80.8+3.8 / 80.9+3.8
DFRT Head-retrain 86.8+0.6 / 88.4+0.1 78.1+0.2 / 83.9+1.6 93.3 / 93.0 91.3£0.5 / 91.4+0.5
DebiAN Loss-reweight 98.1+1.1 / 97.5£0.3 63.7+2.6 / 79.6+2.6 91.0 / 93.8 80.1+2.4 / 87.9+1.3
GroupDROT Supervised 74.1+1.2 / 87.5+0.2 74.1+1.2 / 87.5+0.2 94.0 / 94.2 88.8+1.1 / 89.9+0.5

Waterbirds uses val-WGA model selection (standard benchmark protocol). *BFR+JTT uses A=1 to avoid gradient conflict with JTT’s 50x upweighting on
the 300-epoch schedule.

solver. This shows useful target signal is available under strongest increment is therefore GroupDRO, not LfE Other
this protocol; it does not establish the best possible head increments include the smaller DFR change (42.2% to
or representation invariance. 44.4%). The results support reduced susceptibility to this
particular head-training procedure. Changes in optimization,
margins, and available task signal can also affect WGA, so
the original-head drop is not pure head compensation or a
causal attribution to Male.

Biased mode supplies the principal independent test,
since it does not reuse the centroid formula. GroupDRO’s
frozen backbone yields 40.7% WGA with a fresh biased
head despite 86.3% with its original head. BFR+GroupDRO
yields 64.1% with the fresh biased head, a 23.4pp gain Attribute-probe mode finds Male test accuracy of roughly
over GroupDRO, while BFR+LfF gains 15.2 pp over LfE The 90-93% for the base backbones, and lower accuracy af-
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TABLE VII
GROUPDRO vs. BFR+GROUPDRO (3 SEEDS, MEAN+STD). WGA (%). BFR
ADDS GAINS TO THE EVALUATED SUPERVISED GROUPDRO BASELINE.

Method CelebA-Std CelebA-Std CelebA-MB UrbanCars

(R18) (R50) (R18) (R50)
GroupDRO 86.3+0.5 88.0+0.7 55.7+0.5 74.1+1.2
BFR + GroupDRO  88.0+1.5 88.5+0.5 68.3+4.4 87.5+0.2
A WGA (pp) +1.7 +0.5 +12.5 +13.3

CelebA-Std uses WGA-based model selection; CelebA-MB and UrbanCars
use accuracy-based selection.
Waterbirds GroupDRO (88.8+1.1 base, 89.9+0.5 +BFR, A+1.1pp) is
included in Table VI.

TABLE VIII

CONTROLLED SYNTHETIC-WATERMARK TRAINING ON IMAGENET-1K,

RESNET-50. ACCURACY ROWS RETAIN 3-SEED MEANS AND STANDARD
DEVIATIONS; IN-W DENOTES THE REPORTED WATERMARK-SHIFT EVALUATION

AFTER INJECTED-WATERMARK TRAINING, NOT A CANONICAL
NATURAL-TRAINING COMPARISON. GEOMETRY ROWS RETAIN POINT
SUMMARIES: W-IBMI IS OBJECTIVE ALIGNED AND SCALE DEPENDENT; ABLGAP
IS UNSIGNED. ACCURACY CHANGES ARE IN PP.

ERM BFR A
OO0OD accuracy (%, 1)
Val (ID) 76.0£0.1 76.0£0.1 0.0
IN-W 52.6+£0.6  75.6%0.1 +23.0
IN-R 36.2£0.6  36.5+0.2 +0.3
IN-Stylized 52.1£1.0 53.2+£0.5 +1.1
mixed_same  87.2+0.3 87.3+0.1 +0.1
mixed_rand  80.7£0.6  81.3+0.5 +0.6
BiasFlow geometry (])
W-IBMI 0.113 <0.001 -0.113
AblGap 0.161 0.001 -0.160
TABLE IX

FROZEN-BACKBONE STRESS TESTS ON CELEBA-STD (R18), THREE-SEED
MEANS. BIASED WGA 1S TEST WGA OF A FRESH SGD TASK HEAD FITTED ON
BIASED TRAINING FEATURES. MALE PROBE IS TEST ACCURACY OF AN SGD
LINEAR ATTRIBUTE CLASSIFIER FITTED ON VALIDATION FEATURES. EACH PAIR IS
BASE / +BFR; BOLD MARKS HIGHER WGA OR LOWER ATTRIBUTE-PROBE
ACCURACY. LOWER PROBE ACCURACY INDICATES REDUCED RECOVERABILITY
UNDER THIS PROTOCOL, NOT CERTIFIED ERASURE. PER-SEED VARIABILITY IS IN
APPENDIX G.

Biased WGA (1) Male Probe (|)

Method  Paradigm " o/ ,BFR) (base / +BFR)
ERM Baseline 40.0 / 44.6 93.2 / 80.0
LfF Loss-rewt. 44.8 / 60.0 90.6 / 61.4
JTT Loss-rewt. 36.5 / 42.2 93.4 / 86.6
DFR Head-retrain 42.2 | 444 919 / 67.5
DebiAN Loss-rewt. 45.4 | 52.6 92.8 / 65.2
GroupDRO Supervised 40.7 / 64.1 925/ 72.2

ter BFR. However, Male remains recoverable: BFR+ERM,
BFR+JTT, BFR+DFR, and BFR+GroupDRO obtain 80.0%,
86.6%, 67.5%, and 72.2%. We report differences descriptively
without a statistical-equivalence claim. Raw accuracy is
affected by label imbalance, class correlation, and probe op-
timization; a class-balanced or class-conditional test would
more directly separate residual encoding from composition.
Attribute availability to a new probe does not show that the
original classifier uses it.

10

V. DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS

WGA and backbone geometry are decoupled. A predictor’s
WGA and the performance of a new head on its frozen back-
bone characterize different evaluation procedures. Group-
DRO’s 86.3% original-head WGA and 40.7% biased-head
WGA illustrate this distinction; BFR+GroupDRO increases
the latter to 64.1%. This supports reporting fresh-head
stress tests alongside outcome metrics. Continued-training
and Smiling-transfer results are mixed and do not certify
robustness under arbitrary fine-tuning, tasks, or shifts.
Alignment differences do not establish a mechanism. LfF
and DebiAN have higher reported pooled IBMI than ERM
in several configurations. This can reflect changes in class
geometry, attribute variation, or the model-specific axis.
The audit does not isolate those explanations or show that
reweighting intrinsically worsens representations. Stronger
representation-level baselines and fixed or conditional axes
are needed to assess this question.
Backbone geometry scales to large benchmarks. The con-
trolled synthetic-watermark experiment supports the utility
of the supervised penalty under matched large-scale training:
watermark-shift accuracy improves by 23.0 pp, with clean ac-
curacy unchanged at the reported precision. Its deliberately
altered training protocol limits comparison with canonical
ImageNet-W results. The small changes on four other shifts
do not establish general OOD robustness.
Metric scope and limitations. IBMI measures centroid align-
ment, W-IBMI measures a scale-dependent centroid penalty,
and AblGap measures asymmetric sensitivity to projection.
They do not measure total attribute information or certify
fairness. Class-composition confounding applies to IBMI and
projection sensitivity even before intervention. Low W-IBMI
does not imply linear unrecoverability, as the Male probes
demonstrate. Interference-like negative projection drops and
diagnostic mode selection are not experimentally validated
here. BFR requires all targeted attribute labels; attribute-wise
penalties do not guarantee joint invariance. Detached EMA
fallback can become stale and gives no gradient for absent
groups when both centroids come from memory. Rare-group
sampling, EMA sensitivity, balanced independent probes,
and normalized geometry remain untested. Model-selection
differences and baseline reproduction gaps restrict compara-
tive claims. The strongest independent evidence is same-task
biased-head resistance; cross-task utility and information
preservation must be evaluated for each target task.
BiasFlow combines lightweight centroid diagnostics with
projection sensitivity and fresh-head evaluation. The re-
tained experiments show that WGA alone does not determine
frozen-backbone behavior under biased head retraining. BFR,
a supervised class-conditional centroid-alignment penalty
related to existing representation-learning work, improves
or preserves the reported mean WGA across the evalu-
ated configurations and improves biased-head WGA most
clearly for GroupDRO on CelebA-Std. W-IBMI verifies the
optimized first-moment discrepancy, while probes show
reduced but persistent attribute recoverability. The synthetic-
watermark ImageNet study supports a matched nuisance
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intervention rather than canonical ImageNet-W superiority.
Representation-level baseline comparisons, controlled met-
ric validation, consistent checkpoint selection, rare-group
analysis, and broader transfer evaluation remain necessary
to substantiate stronger claims.

11
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APPENDIX: ADDITIONAL METHODS AND STRESS TESTS

APPENDIX A
ADDITIONAL BFR VARIANTS

The main paper uses BFR-inv as the geometric regularization penalty, defined as
Ly = L 3 1O=0,52D) ~ ply=c,s=O0I”
inv C = d ,

(SD

which collapses within-class spurious centroid separation in the backbone feature space (d is the feature dimension). We
also developed two alternative variants, BFR-orth and BFR-spectral, that target different aspects of backbone spurious
geometry. Their definitions are included here for completeness, and a head-to-head WGA comparison against BFR-inv
follows in Section B.

A. Orthogonality Loss (BFR-orth)

The orth mode is the most lightweight geometric intervention. It penalizes the alignment between the class-
discriminative direction (dcjs = u(y =1) — u(y =0)) and the spurious direction (dspyr = (s = 1) — u(s = 0)):

2
(das) dspur) )
ll dersl - ”dspur”

Mechanism and scope. BFR-orth penalizes pooled centroid-direction alignment. Because the attribute direction can include

class-composition effects, minimizing this quantity may also suppress useful target geometry. The reported ablation does
not establish a regime-selection rule or a general preference for this mode in multi-attribute settings.

Lorth = COSz(dcls, dspur) = ( (82)

B. Spectral Variance Loss (BFR-spectral)

Unlike orth (which only targets class-boundary alignment) and inv (which targets class-conditional centroids), the
spectral mode penalizes the fraction of total feature variance that aligns with the spurious direction:

Var(z - wspur)
Lspectral = —— 2T , (S3)

Varotal (2)
where Vary,(2) is the total per-sample variance after mean-centering.
Mechanism and scope. BFR-spectral penalizes variance along the estimated attribute-associated direction. Its empirical
failures in the mode ablation show that removing such variance can damage target prediction. It has no demonstrated
interference-removal guarantee.

APPENDIX B
BFR REGULARIZATION MODE ABLATION

BFR regularization mode. Table S1 compares the three BFR regularization modes on CelebA-Std R18 (seed=1). inv strictly
dominates orth and spectral on WGA across all methods. orth only requires the class-boundary direction to be
orthogonal to the spurious axis, leaving within-class spurious information intact; a linear head trained on biased data
can still find and exploit this information through other feature directions. inv directly collapses within-class spurious
structure, preventing any head from exploiting it regardless of training signal. spectral achieves the strongest IBMI
reduction (ERM IBMI=0.025) but over-suppresses feature variance along the spurious direction, inadvertently removing
discriminative information and hurting WGA.

TABLE S1
BFR MODE ABLATION ON CELEBA-STD R18, SEED=1, A=20. WGA (%). BOLD: BEST PER METHOD.

Mode ERM  LfF JTT DFR DebiAN
Baseline (no BFR) 38.3 509 75.7 79.6 66.5
orth 378 628 769 783 66.1
spectral 39.5 40.0 0.6 38.3 46.7

inv 61.1 828 78.8 8l.1 77.2
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APPENDIX C
A SENSITIVITY FOR BFR-INV

The one-seed mode ablation favors inv for the tested CelebA-Std setup. Table S2 varies A for this mode. ERM improves
through A =30, while LfE DFR, and DebiAN peak at 20 in this sweep. JTT is sensitive to stronger penalties: at A = 30, the
accuracy-selected checkpoint has zero WGA, while a WGA-selected checkpoint reaches 73.9%. This is a checkpoint-selection
issue as well as a regularization sensitivity result; the experiment does not isolate a gradient-conflict mechanism. We
retain the empirical defaults of 20 for most methods and 1 for JTT, including the near-neutral Waterbirds comparison
(80.9 £3.8% versus 80.8+3.8%). These settings are not a universally validated tuning rule.

TABLE S2
A SENSITIVITY FOR BFR- 1NV ON CELEBA-STD R18, SEED=1. WGA (%), ACCURACY-BASED MODEL SELECTION. BOLD: SELECTED VALUE PER METHOD.
* ACCURACY-SELECTED CHECKPOINT HAS WGA=0; WGA-SELECTED CHECKPOINT ACHIEVES 73.9.

Method A=5 A=10 A=20 A=30 Trend

ERM 48.9 55.6 61.1 64.4 1 monotone

LfF 822 822 82.8 80.0 peaked at 20
JTT 78.8 78.6 76.1 0.0* |, collapses at 30
DFR 75.6 79.4 81.1 77.2 peaked at 20

DebiAN  66.1 71.7 77.2 46.7
Selected A: 1 for JTT; 20 for all others.

peaked at 20

APPENDIX D
CONTINUED-TRAINING DURABILITY

We further evaluate whether the WGA obtained by each method remains useful after ordinary training pressure is
resumed. Starting from each converged checkpoint, we continue standard ERM training for 30 epochs on the original
biased CelebA-Std training set and the original Blond classification task. This protocol is a durability test for the learned
representation: if a method mainly changes the final decision rule while leaving shortcut structure available in the
backbone, continued ERM training can again favor that structure.

Table S3 reports WGA at the starting checkpoint and after 30 epochs. BFR gives higher checkpoint WGA for every base
method and higher final WGA for five of the six methods. The clearest case is DFR, where the final WGA after continued
training is 63.5% with BFR compared with 43.7% without BFR. BFR also yields higher final WGA for ERM, JTT, DebiAN,
and GroupDRO, while BFR-LfF remains comparable but slightly lower than L{E

Figure S1 shows the full 30-epoch trajectory. We use this result as supporting evidence for durability rather than as
the primary BFR claim: BFR most strongly improves retained WGA when paired with DFR, consistent with the view that
geometric regularization is most useful when the downstream procedure would otherwise rely on a head-level correction
over a contaminated backbone.

TABLE S3
CONTINUED-TRAINING DURABILITY ON CELEBA-STD: WGA (%) AFTER STANDARD ERM CONTINUATION ON THE ORIGINAL BLOND CLASSIFICATION TASK AND
BIASED TRAINING DISTRIBUTION. EACH METRIC IS REPORTED AS BASE / +BFR. BOLD MARKS THE HIGHER WGA WITHIN EACH PAIR.

Method Initial WGA (base / +BFR) Final WGA (base / +BFR)
ERM 43.9+1.2 / 54.6+2.6 40.9+2.7 | 42.6+1.1
LfF 58.7+2.1 / 61.7+2.3 46.9+0.3 / 46.1+2.1
JTT 81.1+0.4 / 82.2+0.5 42.8+2.0 / 44.8+2.1
DFR 80.6+2.5 / 81.9+1.0 43.7+3.3 / 63.5+12.7
DebiAN 64.4+3.2 / 65.4+5.3 43.7+3.6 / 45.7+2.5
GroupDRO 86.3+0.5 / 88.0+1.5 42.6+2.7 | 44.4+0.5

APPENDIX E
CROSS-TASK TRANSFER STRESS TEST

As an auxiliary stress test, we ask whether the backbone change reported in the main paper’s frozen-head probing analysis
carries over to a different CelebA task. This experiment is not intended as the primary evidence for BFR’s backbone-level
effect; the main evidence is the same-task frozen-head and Male-probe result. Here, we freeze the Blond/Male-trained
backbone and train a fresh linear head on Smiling prediction using the standard biased downstream training data.

This setting is deliberately outside the direct target of BFR. BFR suppresses the Male-aligned structure learned for Blond
classification, whereas Smiling is a different target for which Male-correlated visual structure may be partially useful rather
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Fine-tuning Stability (CelebA-Std, ResNet-18)
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Fig. S1. WGA over 30 epochs of ERM continuation from each method’s converged checkpoint on the original CelebA-Std Blond classification task.
BFR-DFR reaches 63.5% final WGA, substantially above DFR without BFR, indicating stronger retained WGA after continued training.

than purely spurious. Therefore, the appropriate interpretation is not that BFR should improve every cross-task metric.
Instead, the experiment tests whether reducing the targeted spurious axis can improve downstream group balance when
that axis is reused as a shortcut, and where this benefit stops when the new task uses related information.

Table S4 therefore reports biased-head transfer metrics directly, rather than a difference between two WGA values from
different head-training protocols. We include overall accuracy, mean group accuracy across the four Smiling/Male groups,
WGA, and group disparity. This avoids making the conclusion depend on a gap between two worst-group statistics.

BFR+GroupDRO improves the reported Smiling-transfer metrics: overall accuracy 80.4% to 82.4%, mean group accuracy
79.8% to 82.1%, WGA 74.0% to 79.6%, and disparity 9.5% to 5.5%. ERM also improves across these metrics, whereas DFR
trades lower overall accuracy for better WGA. LfE JTT, and DebiAN have lower transferred WGA with BFR. This mixed
result defines the tested scope and does not establish a causal explanation for the gains or a universal transfer benefit.

TABLE S4
CROSS-TASK TRANSFER TO SMILING PREDICTION WITH THE BLOND/MALE BACKBONE FROZEN AND A FRESH BIASED DOWNSTREAM HEAD TRAINED ON STANDARD
SMILING DATA. ACC IS OVERALL ACCURACY; MEAN GROUP ACC AVERAGES THE FOUR SMILING/MALE GROUPS; GROUP DISPARITY IS THE BEST-GROUP MINUS
WORST-GROUP ACCURACY. 3 SEEDS, MEAN+STD. EACH METRIC IS REPORTED AS BASE / +BFR, AND BOLD MARKS THE BETTER VALUE WITHIN EACH PAIR.

Method Paradigm Acc (1) Mean Group Acc (1) WGA (1) Group Disparity (|)
ERM Baseline 81.1+0.5 / 81.9+0.8 80.3+0.5 / 81.2+0.8 74.2+0.5/ 76.9+1.3 10.4+0.4 / 6.5+0.5
LfF Loss-rewt. 77.8+2.1 / 77.1+4.6 77.1+2.1/765+4.6 71.0+1.5/70.2+6.3 10.9+0.2 / 11.9+2.4
JTT Loss-rewt. 80.1+0.4 / 79.4+0.3 79.2+0.4 / 78.3+0.3 71.3+0.5 / 68.0+0.4 13.1+0.7 / 16.6+0.9
DFR Head-retrain 80.1+0.3 / 78.6+0.6 79.3+0.4 / 78.1+0.6 72.7+0.6 / 73.5+1.1 10.8+0.2 / 7.1+1.6
DebiAN Loss-rewt. 80.2+2.1 / 75.7+5.7 79.4+2.2/ 75.2+58 72.9+2.6 / 69.5+9.7 11.3+0.8 / 10.9+6.4

GroupDRO  Supervised

80.4+0.4 / 82.4+0.3

79.8+0.4 / 82.1+£0.4

74.0+0.7 / 79.6+0.3

9.5+0.3 / 5.5+£0.4

APPENDIX F

ATTRIBUTE SELECTIVITY ANALYSIS

Setup. All experiments in this subsection use models trained on CelebA-Std for the Blond Hair classification task,
with Male as the spurious attribute that BFR is instructed to suppress. After training, we freeze the backbone and train
lightweight linear probes on the frozen features to predict a range of other CelebA attributes. These attributes were
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never part of the training objective and were not the spurious axis BFR was instructed to suppress. This design isolates
the question: does BFR primarily suppress the Male representational axis, or does it degrade the backbone’s encoding
of unrelated attributes as well? If BFR is targeted, probes for attributes with low correlation to Male (|r|=0) should be
unaffected, while probes for attributes that share geometric structure with Male (|Jr|—1) should degrade proportionally,
since reducing the Male axis can also reduce whatever signal those attributes were borrowing from it.

A centroid penalty may change information useful for other tasks. We examine alternative groupings and probes for
attributes with different label correlations to Male. These correlations are observational descriptors and do not identify
orthogonal feature subspaces.

Alternative evaluation groups. On the original Blond task, the recorded BFR-DFR and BFR-GroupDRO comparisons are
within approximately 1pp under Young, Heavy_Makeup, Attractive, and Wearing_Lipstick grouping. This tests the existing
predictor under alternative group definitions; it does not show that those attributes remain equally encoded. Separate
attribute probes in Table S5 show losses for several of these attributes.

Attribute correlation spectrum. We train linear probes for 12 CelebA attributes on the frozen backbone, spanning
|r]=0.013 (Narrow_Eyes, geometrically independent of Male) to [r|=1.000 (Male itself, the spurious axis BFR regularizes
against), and report each method’s per-attribute probe accuracy for both the Base and the +BFR backbone (Table S5).



TABLE S5
ATTRIBUTE CORRELATION SPECTRUM ON CELEBA-STD WITH RESNET-18, AVERAGED OVER 3 SEEDS. BACKBONES ARE TRAINED FOR Blond Hair CLASSIFICATION WITH Male AS THE BFR-TARGETED SPURIOUS ATTRIBUTE,
THEN FROZEN FOR LINEAR-PROBE EVALUATION ACROSS 12 CELEBA ATTRIBUTES SORTED BY |r(ATTR, MALE)|. EACH METHOD REPORTS BASE (NO BFR) / +BFR / A (BFR—BASE). THE BOTTOM ROW REPORTS SPEARMAN p
BETWEEN |r| AND PROBE ACCURACY; BOLD MARKS THE MORE SELECTIVE BASE/+BFR VALUE WITHIN EACH METHOD.

ERM LfF JTT DFR DebiAN GroupDRO

Attribute |r] Base +BFR A Base +BFR A Base +BFR A Base +BFR A Base +BFR A Base +BFR A

Narrow_Eyes .013 853 853 -0.0 85.1 851 +0.0 852 851 -0.1 851 851 +0.0 851 851 -0.0 853 851 -0.2
Blurry .026 955 951 -04 952 949 -03 956 950 -05 954 949 -04 953 950 -03 955 949 -05
Straight_Hair .063 81.2 79.7 -15 799 790 -09 815 795 -20 803 790 -12 80.1 79.0 -11 813 794 -1.9
Pale_Skin .076 96.0 958 -0.2 959 958 -0.1 96.0 958 -02 959 958 -01 96.0 958 -0.2 96.0 958 -0.2
Mouth_Open 100 747 754 +0.7 68.2 629 -53 743 696 -47 732 657 -74 743 612 -132 742 739 -03
Brown_Hair .109 85.7 85.1 -0.7 856 822 -34 864 848 -15 848 822 -25 860 827 -33 858 855 -03
Black_Hair 111 855 828 -28 829 748 -81 86.1 820 -42 830 731 -99 850 772 -78 859 825 -34
Attractive 302 78.1 726 -56 77.1 644 -12.7 78.0 734 -46 772 640 -132 777 653 -124 776 687 -89
Young 440 839 812 -27 826 764 -63 832 802 -3.0 831 759 -72 835 776 -59 837 80.1 -3.6
Heavy_Makeup .681 86.5 76.7 -9.8 843 638 -205 864 79.1 -73 853 645 -20.8 86.2 655 -20.7 855 70.2 -15.3
Wearing_Lipstick .789 89.2 76.6 -125 87.6 58.0 -29.6 89.3 81.0 -82 876 594 -282 89.2 61.8 -275 884 678 -20.6
Male (spurious) 1.00 93.2 80.0 -13.2 90.6 61.4 -29.2 934 86.6 -69 919 674 -245 928 652 -276 925 722 -203

Spearman p(|r|,acc) +0.12 -0.53 -0.65 -0.01 -0.80 -0.79 +0.11 -0.26 -0.37 +0.06 -0.75 -0.81 +0.08 -0.69 -0.77 +0.08 -0.71 -0.79

9202 490100 INTddTUd

91
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Male probe accuracy measures recoverability under the fitted linear probe, not use by the original Blond classifier. BFR
lowers this accuracy but does not make Male linearly unrecoverable in the reported tests. The study therefore evaluates
partial suppression and retained utility, not perfect erasure. Low label correlation with Male also does not establish an
orthogonal feature subspace or equal task difficulty.

We retain Spearman correlations between attribute-Male label correlation and raw attribute-probe accuracy as descriptive
summaries. They shift from [-0.01,+0.12] for base backbones to [-0.80,—0.26] with BFR. These raw accuracies depend
on attribute prevalence and task difficulty, so the rank correlations alone do not prove selective feature removal or
reveal a geometrically isolated Male axis. The paired per-attribute changes are more informative about the limits of the
intervention.

BFR-JTT has the smallest recorded correlation change (Ap = —0.37), while several stronger variants have larger shifts.
The table also shows important collateral losses on weakly Male-correlated tasks, including Mouth_Open (up to 13.2pp
lower) and Black_Hair (up to 9.9 pp lower). These negative results restrict claims of information preservation. Averaging or
rank summaries do not eliminate those losses.

Attribute Probe Changes Relative to ERM
(CelebA-Std, ResNet-18, mean over 3 seeds)

1nJ

Low label correlation (|r| <0.12) Correlated with Male (|r| = 0.12)
% > Narrow Eyes )
- BlurnPai Ut open
= 0 - @ A Black Hair
I} A

: T A A

[~ Brown Hair
> gtraight Hair Attractive
g @ Young
c _10- o A
2
v ® PY Heavy Makeup
5\ —15 4
© A
-]
O —20 A
& ° A A
(]
8 —25 1 Wearing Lipstick Male (spurious) @
a

—30 - [ )

® BFR-DFR A BFR-GroupDRO
—35 T T T T T T T T T T T
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

|r(attr, Male)| (CelebA train set)

Fig. S2. Attribute-probe accuracy differences relative to ERM vs. absolute label correlation with Male, for BFR-DFR and BFR-GroupDRO. The saved
plotting source uses ERM as the reference for both curves; this is not the paired BFR-minus-corresponding-base comparison in Table S5. Larger losses
occur for several Male-correlated attributes, with exceptions and collateral losses at low correlation. The plot does not isolate the within-method effect
of BFR or establish a distinct erased subspace.
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APPENDIX G
FROZEN-BACKBONE PROBE DETAILS

This table reconstructs means and sample standard deviations from the saved per-seed JSON outputs (seeds 1, 245,
392) for the experiments already reported in the main paper. It adds no new training or evaluations. All backbones remain
fixed. The task heads use SGD on biased training features or L-BFGS on balanced validation features; the Male probe
uses SGD on validation features and test evaluation. Separate backbone paths are recorded for base DFR and ERM, so
these are not a shared-checkpoint identity test. Raw attribute accuracy is not corrected for label prevalence. Three seeds
provide limited uncertainty characterization and no significance or equivalence test is claimed.

TABLE S6
EXISTING FROZEN-BACKBONE PROBE RESULTS, MEAN + SAMPLE STANDARD DEVIATION OVER THREE SEEDS, PERCENTAGES. EACH PAIR IS BASE / +BFR. BALANCED
WGA IS INCLUDED AS A PROTOCOL CHECK, NOT AN OPTIMAL-HEAD BOUND.

Method

Biased test WGA

Male test accuracy

Balanced test WGA

ERM

LfF

JTT

DFR
DebiAN
GroupDRO

40.0+1.5 / 44.6+5.3
44.8+5.2 / 60.0+3.5
36.5+2.2 / 42.2+0.6
422+1.0/ 44.4+3.6
45.4+0.6 / 52.6+2.7
40.7+£25/ 64.1£3.5

93.2+0.1 / 80.0+0.1
90.6+2.5/61.4+7.1
93.4+0.3 / 86.6+0.4
91.9+0.2 / 67.5+1.1
92.8+1.1 / 65.2+8.9
925+0.1 / 72.2+2.7

83.3+29/ 81.3+£5.0
80.2+4.5/ 82.6+2.6
813+13/79.6+1.8
80.2+3.9 / 79.8+0.6
80.0+2.9 / 79.6+0.8
81.3+£2.2/ 84.4+6.2
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