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Abstract—The fast evolution of generative models has
heightened the demand for reliable detection of AI-generated
images. To tackle this challenge, we introduce FUSE, a hybrid
system that combines spectral features extracted through
Fast Fourier Transform with semantic features obtained
from the CLIP’s Vision encoder. The features are fused
into a joint representation and trained progressively in
two stages. Evaluations on GenImage, WildFake, DiTFake,
GPT-ImgEval and Chameleon datasets demonstrate strong
generalization across multiple generators. Our FUSE (Stage 1)
model demonstrates state-of-the-art results on the Chameleon
benchmark. It also attains 91.36% mean accuracy on the
GenImage dataset, 88.71% accuracy across all tested generators,
and a mean Average Precision of 94.96%. Stage 2 training
further improves performance for most generators. Unlike
existing methods, which often perform poorly on high-fidelity
images in Chameleon, our approach maintains robustness
across diverse generators. These findings highlight the benefits
of integrating spectral and semantic features for generalized
detection of images generated by AI.

Keywords—AI-generated image detection, Spectral features,
CLIP and Vision Transformer (ViT), FUSE

I. INTRODUCTION

The swift evolution of generative models has blurred the
line between authentic and synthetic visual content. Advances
in Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs) [1]–[5] and dif-
fusion models [6]–[13] have made it possible to synthesize
highly realistic images that closely resemble natural ones. This
development poses significant challenges in domains such as
misinformation, digital forensics and creative industries, where
the authenticity of visual content is critical [14]. Consequently,
robust detection of AI-generated images (AIGI) has become
a pressing research problem [15]. Early approaches to AIGI
detection primarily employed Convolutional Neural Networks
(CNNs) [16]–[18], which achieved strong performance by
capturing pixel-level artifacts but struggled with generaliza-
tion across unseen generators. More recent studies have ex-
plored Transformer-based architectures for modeling long-
range dependencies and semantic cues, though these models
often require substantial computational resources [19]–[25].
A persistent challenge is ensuring robustness, as detectors
must remain effective across diverse generative models, image

resolutions and post-processing variations.
Recent advances in AIGI detection have introduced di-

verse strategies, including patch-based analysis [22], [24]–
[27] and multimodal semantic frameworks [21], [28], [29].
These methods achieve strong results but often rely heavily on
either frequency artifacts or semantic cues. As a result, they
provide incomplete representations and struggle to maintain
robustness against unseen generators or post-processing. Few-
shot [28], [30] and zero-shot [23] learning have been explored
to improve adaptability, yet their success remains inconsistent
across different benchmarks. These limitations highlight the
need for a unified framework that captures complementary
information from both spectral and semantic domains.

To address this gap, we propose FUSE, a hybrid frame-
work that integrates spectral and semantic features for AIGI
detection. Spectral representations are obtained using Fast
Fourier Transform (FFT), which captures frequency-domain
regularities while reducing redundancy. Image features are
obtained from the ViT encoder of a pre-trained CLIP model
[31], which captures semantic structure through joint training
on large-scale vision–language data. The two feature sets are
fused into a joint representation, enabling balanced and robust
classification. Our framework is trained on the GenImage
[32] and WildFake [15] datasets and evaluated on both. For
cross-generator testing, we further assess generalization on
the DiTFake dataset (Flux, Stable Diffusion v3, PixArt-XL)
[25] and the GPT-ImgEval dataset (GPT-4o) [33]. We also
conduct experiments on the Chameleon dataset [27]. Results
demonstrate that the proposed approach achieves strong and
consistent generalization across these challenging benchmarks.
Unlike AIDE [27], which emphasizes patchwise frequency
weighting through Discrete Cosine Transform, our approach
integrates complementary spectral and semantic features in
a unified framework to enhance robustness against diverse
generators and post-processing.

The main contributions of this paper are as follows:
• We propose FUSE, a two-stage training strategy that

progressively improves generalization in AIGI detection.
• We design a spectral feature extractor and a semantic

feature extractor leveraging CLIP and fuse them to form
a joint representation.
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• We show that our model, trained on GenImage [32] and
WildFake [15], achieves state-of-the-art (sota) detection
performance on Chameleon dataset [27] and demonstrates
strong generalization to previously unseen generative
models, including Diffusion Transformer-based models
(Flux, Stable Diffusion v3, PixArt-XL) and GPT-4o.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section
II discusses related works. Section III covers the necessary
background. Section IV describes the proposed methodology.
Section V reports the experimental results along with their
analysis. Section VI concludes the study while highlighting
potential future directions.

II. LITERATURE REVIEW

AIGI detection has progressed across multiple approaches.
Early studies showed that CNN-generated images contained
detectable artifacts despite high visual quality. Wang et al.
[34] showed ResNet-based classifiers generalized across CNN
generators but struggled with diffusion models and post-
processing. Later work analyzed diffusion models in the
frequency domain. Corvi et al. [35] found detection feasible
on clean images, but performance dropped under compression
and resizing, revealing robustness limits.

Large-scale benchmarks supported progress. Zhu et al.
(2023) introduced GenImage, covering GAN and diffusion
models for cross-generator evaluation [32]. Bird and Lotfi
released CIFAKE, pairing 120,000 real and synthetic CIFAR-
10 samples and promoting interpretability [16]. Hossain et
al. [19] achieved 96.31% accuracy on CIFAKE dataset with
CNNs and Vision Transformers.

Wang et al. introduced DIRE, a reconstruction-based rep-
resentation distinguishing diffusion models [18]. Zhong et
al. proposed PatchCraft, exploiting inter-pixel correlations as
universal fingerprints [26].

Patch-based strategies continued. Chen et al. presented
Single Simple Patch (SSP), showing small regions contained
overlooked noise fingerprints [22]. Epstein et al. introduced
an online detection framework with release-aware sampling to
adapt to evolving generators [17].

Efficiency and scalability were addressed by CLIP-based
methods. Cozzolino et al. demonstrated generalization with
minimal training and robustness to compression [21]. Liu et al.
introduced MoLE, refining CLIP-ViT with low-rank adapters
while updating less than one percent of parameters [29].

Few-shot and zero-shot methods reduced training data de-
pendence. Xu et al. proposed FAMSeC, using LoRA and
contrastive learning to achieve high accuracy with thousands
of samples [28]. Wu et al. reframed detection as a generator-
classification task in Few-Shot Detector (FSD) [30]. Cozzolino
et al. proposed a zero-shot entropy method modeling real
image statistics [23]. Karageorgiou et al. applied spectral
learning using invariant frequency features for robustness
across resolutions [24].

Benchmarking also advanced. Yan et al. introduced
Chameleon, challenging detectors with high-resolution, realis-
tic images [27]. Hong et al. released WildFake, a 3.5-million-

image dataset for systematic cross-generator evaluation [15].
Li et al. proposed SAFE, an image transformation framework
mitigating biases and improving local awareness [25].

These studies show rapid progress but highlight persistent
challenges. Early CNN detectors lacked robustness to new
models. Patch and spectral methods improved cross-model
detection but required large datasets or complex adaptation.
Few-shot and zero-shot methods reduced data dependence, yet
performance varied. No method consistently generalizes across
unseen generators.

This paper addresses these issues by combining spectral
and semantic features into a joint representation and training
detectors in two progressive stages. Our method reduces
reliance on large datasets while maintaining adaptability to
new generators.

III. BACKGROUND STUDY

This section briefly reviews spectral analysis, semantic
feature learning, feature fusion and evaluation metrics for AI-
generated image detection.

Spectral Analysis in Image Forensics: Frequency-
domain analysis can reveal generative artifacts using a two-
dimensional Fast Fourier Transform (FFT). Patterns in magni-
tude and phase spectra may indicate synthesis traces. Metrics
such as spectral mean and variance provide discriminative
cues. Spectral features are often useful for high-fidelity gen-
erators with minimal pixel-level artifacts.

Semantic Feature Learning: Semantic features encode
high-level visual information using the CLIP vision encoder
(ViT-B/32) [31], which is based on a Vision Transformer.
The encoder divides images into patches and processes them
through transformer layers with self-attention, capturing object
shapes, spatial relationships and scene composition. These
features can reveal content or style inconsistencies that are
less detectable by low-level patterns when used with a trained
classifier.

Feature Fusion Techniques: Spectral and semantic features
are concatenated to form a joint representation. This fused rep-
resentation preserves both low- and high-level representation.

Evaluation Metrics: Accuracy measures the proportion of
correctly classified samples. Average Precision (AP) sum-
marizes the precision-recall trade-off for each class. AP is
often more informative than accuracy for imbalanced datasets.
Both metrics are used to assess generalization across multiple
generators and datasets.

IV. METHODOLOGY

A. Overview

Our proposed framework leverages both spectral and seman-
tic information to improve feature representation. The archi-
tecture consists of two main components: a Spectral Feature
Extractor and a Semantic Feature Extractor, which are later
combined for classification. The pipeline begins with image
input, followed by spectral and semantic feature extraction.
The extracted features are fused into a joint representation and
passed through the classification module for prediction. The
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Fig. 1: Overview of the FUSE framework.

training process is conducted in two sequential stages, where
the model is progressively refined to improve performance.
Fig. 1 presents the overview of the FUSE framework.

B. Datasets and Training Strategy

The model is trained in two sequential stages. In the first
stage, training is performed on samples from the WildFake
[15] and GenImage [32] datasets to learn initial feature
representations. The number of training samples from each
generator is shown in Fig. 2. Alongside the AI-generated
images, 954,779 real images were used during training.

In the second stage, the model is fine-tuned using 5% of
the first-stage images to mitigate catastrophic forgetting, along
with additional images generated by DF-GAN, GALIP, Giga-
GAN, DALL-E 2 and DALL-E 3. These images were sourced
from WildFake [15], with only a small subset used to adapt
the learned features for improved generalization. For each
generator, 5,000 real images were included as corresponding
real samples. After each stage, evaluation is conducted on the
test set to monitor performance and track improvements. The
number of test samples for each generator is shown in Fig. 3.

C. Preprocessing

Images were standardized to a resolution of 224×224 pixels
before being fed into the model. To improve robustness, an
adversarial degradation module was applied during training,
which randomly introduces Gaussian blur or simulated JPEG
compression noise.

D. Spectral Feature Extraction

To obtain spectral features, a two-dimensional Fast Fourier
Transform (FFT) was applied to the input images. The mag-
nitude and phase spectra are computed and their mean values
across spatial dimensions are extracted. This operation cap-
tures frequency-based patterns while reducing redundancy.

Fig. 2: Number of training samples from different generators.
Most samples are from GenImage [32], while DALL-E 2
and other GANs (StarGAN [4], StyleGAN [5]) come from
WildFake [15].

Fig. 3: Number of test samples from different generators and
real images. Chameleon is from Yan et al. [27], GPT-4o from
GPT-ImgEval [33], and Flux, PixArt, and SD 3 from DiTFake
[25]. Test sets not explicitly mentioned were taken from the
corresponding datasets used for first-stage training.

E. Semantic Feature Extraction

Semantic features are derived using a pre-trained CLIP
model (ViT-B/32) [31]. Input images are preprocessed into
CLIP’s format and encoded into high-dimensional semantic
vectors. These features represent contextual and structural
knowledge learned from large-scale vision-language data.

F. Feature Fusion and Classification

The outputs from both extractors are concatenated to form a
joint representation. Spectral features provide complementary
frequency information, while semantic features contribute con-
textual meaning. This fused representation is passed through
the classification module for final prediction.



G. Experimental Setup

We performed our experiments on a workstation with an
NVIDIA RTX 3090 GPU, an Intel 11th Gen Core i7-11700K
CPU and 16 GB of RAM. The model underwent two-stage
training, with 4 epochs in Stage 1 and 3 epochs in Stage 2.
Optimization was performed using the Adam algorithm, with
a learning rate of 0.0001 and a batch size of 64 samples.

V. RESULT ANALYSIS

We evaluate our model after both training stages using
the GenImage [32], WildFake [15], DiTFake [25] and GPT-
ImgEval [33] datasets. The model is evaluated using accuracy
(Acc) and Average Precision (AP), following previous studies
[18], [34]. For certain generators or datasets, no images
belonging to the real class were available, so AP is not reported
in those cases.

Fig. 4: Confusion matrices for various generators/dataset for
Stage 1.

Fig. 4 illustrates confusion matrices of various generators
and the Chameleon dataset [27] for FUSE (Stage 1). The
confusion matrix of Chameleon indicates that numerous real
images are misclassified as fake. The model, however, per-
forms well in identifying fake images generated by ADM,
BigGAN and Midjourney.

Figures 5 and 6 illustrate the confusion matrices of various
generators for the FUSE (Stage 2). The figures demonstrate
that the model effectively detects images produced by unseen
generators, including GPT-4o, SD v3, Flux and PixArt.

Table I presents a performance comparison of our methods
against prior approaches in terms of accuracy (%). Our Stage
1 model achieves sota results on ADM-generated images and
the Chameleon benchmark. After Stage 2, the model shows
comparable performance on ADM, FLUX, PixArt, SD v3
and GPT-4o, reflecting the benefit of progressive training.
While methods such as SAFE [25] outperform our models
on most generators, they perform poorly on the Chameleon

Fig. 5: Confusion matrices for various generators for Stage 2.

Fig. 6: Confusion matrices for various generators for Stage 2.

dataset, which contains high-fidelity images. This highlights a
limitation of their approach and underscores the importance
of robustness across challenging benchmarks. It should be
noted that not all generators from GenImage, such as SD v1.4
and Wukong, were included in the experiments. For a fair
comparison, the mean accuracy for all methods was computed
only over the generators actually tested. Overall, our Stage
1 model achieves 91.36% mean accuracy on the GenImage
dataset [32] and 88.71% across all tested generators, compared
to 94.52% and 93.05% for SAFE [25], respectively. Stage
2 training improves results for several generators, including
FLUX and PixArt, demonstrating that additional fine-tuning
enhances cross-generator generalization.

Table II presents a performance comparison of our mod-
els in terms of AP (%) against existing approaches. FUSE
(Stage 1) achieves the highest mean AP of 94.96% across
all tested generators and datasets, demonstrating balanced
detection capability. For the GenImage dataset, FUSE (Stage
1) achieves 97.46% AP, which is slightly lower than the
99.13% achieved by SAFE [25], but still competitive across
diverse generators. The AP for GPT-4o is not reported, as GPT-
ImgEval does not include real images for calculation. Stage
2 training further improves performance for most generators,



TABLE I: Performance comparison across datasets and generators in terms of accuracy (%). The best result for each generator
is in bold and the second-best is underlined. *Results were not reported in the cited paper and were obtained using the authors’
models and weights. For ESSP [22], weights of the model trained with Stable Diffusion v1.4 were used. Empty cells indicate
that the implementation or model weights were not publicly accessible.
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FUSE (Stage 1) 92.71 95.83 92.74 88.49 92.88 85.53 90.84 90.46 91.00 83.76 71.56 91.36 88.71
FUSE (Stage 2) 88.68 93.26 91.08 86.47 92.17 85.38 94.54 96.46 93.74 85.77 63.43 89.51 88.27

AIDE [27] 78.54 66.89 91.82 79.38 99.76 80.26 85.36* 89.89* 81.12* 69.70* 65.77 82.78 80.77
SAFE [25] 82.10 97.80 96.30 95.30 99.30 96.30 99.30 99.60 99.40 98.92* 59.19* 94.52 93.05

PatchCraft [26] 82.17 95.80 83.79 90.12 95.30 88.91 – – – – – 89.35 –
CLIPMoLE [29] 85.70 98.95 94.10 77.45 87.20 91.95 – – – – – 89.23 –

ESSP [22] 78.90 73.90 88.90 82.60 99.30 96.00 – – – – – 86.60 –

TABLE II: Performance comparison across datasets and generators in terms of AP (%). *Results were not reported in the
cited paper and were obtained using the authors’ models and weights. Empty cells indicate that the implementation or model
weights were not publicly accessible.
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FUSE (Stage 1) 97.96 98.98 97.94 96.31 97.99 95.56 97.56 97.33 97.56 72.39 97.46 94.96
FUSE (Stage 2) 95.47 98.05 96.65 94.40 97.25 94.07 96.53 96.94 95.80 66.00 95.98 93.12

SAFE [25] 96.70 99.80 99.30 99.50 99.90 99.60 99.90 100.0 99.90 50.64* 99.13 94.52
PatchCraft [26] 93.40 99.42 94.04 96.48 99.06 96.26 – – – – 96.44 –

reflecting the benefit of additional fine-tuning. Notably, our
models outperform prior methods on challenging high-fidelity
images in Chameleon, highlighting robustness against complex
generative outputs. These results indicate that FUSE maintains
strong generalization and consistent precision across multiple
datasets, generator types and training stages, while mitigating
the reliance on generator-specific features.

Table III reports the detection accuracy of FUSE on selected
generators from the WildFake [15] dataset after Stage 1 and
Stage 2 training. Stage 1 results show moderate performance,
with DALL-E 3 and DF-GAN achieving higher accuracy
than GALIP and GigaGAN, which were completely unseen
during training. DALL-E 2, partially represented in the training
set, reaches 66.08% accuracy. After Stage 2, a substantial
improvement is observed across all generators, with accuracy
exceeding 89% for each, reflecting the benefits of progressive
training. Overall, FUSE demonstrates strong cross-generator
adaptability and robustness after two-stage training.

Training and validation loss in different epochs for both
stages are depicted in Fig. 7

VI. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this work, we proposed FUSE, a two-stage framework for
detecting AI-generated images and evaluated it across multiple
benchmarks, including GenImage, WildFake, DiTFake and
GPT-ImgEval. Our models demonstrate strong performance in

Fig. 7: Training vs Validation loss in various epochs for both
stages

TABLE III: Accuracy (%) of Our Methods Across Different
Generators from WildFake [15]

Method DA
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FUSE (Stage 1) 66.08 76.44 74.87 17.95 51.43
FUSE (Stage 2) 95.09 93.55 99.44 98.75 89.13

detecting both seen and unseen generators, achieving state-
of-the-art accuracy and mean average precision on several
datasets. Stage 2 training notably improves generalization,
particularly for generators absent in the initial training stage.
While our approach is effective, some high-fidelity generated



images, such as those in the Chameleon dataset, remain
challenging.

In future work, multimodal features and self-supervised
learning strategies can be explored to further enhance ro-
bustness. Incorporating temporal cues and motion patterns
could extend FUSE to AI-generated video detection. Cross-
domain adaptation can be investigated to handle diverse image
styles, resolutions and modalities. Exploring lightweight and
efficient architectures may improve deployment on resource-
constrained devices. Lastly, incorporating explainable AI
methods could offer clearer understanding of the model’s
predictions, enhancing trust and transparency in practical use.
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