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Abstract

Semantic segmentation is a core computer vision problem, but the high costs

of data annotation have hindered its wide application. Weakly-Supervised

Semantic Segmentation (WSSS) offers a cost-efficient workaround to exten-

sive labeling in comparison to fully-supervised methods by using partial or

incomplete labels. Existing WSSS methods have difficulties in learning the

boundaries of objects leading to poor segmentation results. We propose a

novel and effective framework that addresses these issues by leveraging vi-

sual foundation models inside the bounding box. Adopting a two-stage WSSS

framework, our proposed network consists of a pseudo-label generation mod-

ule and a segmentation module. The first stage leverages Segment Anything

Model (SAM) to generate high-quality pseudo-labels. To alleviate the prob-
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lem of delineating precise boundaries, we adopt SAM inside the bounding

box with the help of another pre-trained foundation model (e.g., Grounding-

DINO). Furthermore, we eliminate the necessity of using the supervision of

image labels, by employing CLIP in classification. Then in the second stage,

the generated high-quality pseudo-labels are used to train an off-the-shelf

segmenter that achieves the state-of-the-art performance on PASCAL VOC

2012 and MS COCO 2014.

Keywords: Weakly Supervised Semantic Segmentation, Foundation models·

1. Introduction

Semantic segmentation categorizes and labels pixels within an image into

a class or object. It is a core computer vision task for many downstream appli-

cations like autonomous driving, medical image analysis and mobile robots.

However, semantic segmentation’s application in many practical tasks has

been impeded by the need for costly pixel-level annotations to support su-

pervised training. For example, it has been reported that annotating masks

for 164K images in the MS COCO dataset (which contains only 80 classes)

consumed more than 28K human hours of annotation time [1]. As a result,

the time and resource-intensive nature of manual pixel-level annotation limits

the feasibility of supervised semantic segmentation in various settings.

Weakly Supervised Semantic Segmentation (WSSS) emerges as a strategy

aimed at eliminating the expense of annotation. It attempts to study a seg-

mentation network that groups an image into coherent regions corresponding

to different object categories or semantic entities with weaker forms of su-

pervision than pixel-wise labeling, including image labels [2, 3], point labels
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[4], and boxes [5, 6]. However, obtaining labels, even image labels which

are the weaker form of supervision, can be challenging. This is particularly

true in scenarios such as pictures captured in the wild, frames extracted from

videos or movies, or recordings from autonomous vehicles, where labeling is

not straightforward.

Most existing WSSS approaches rely on a Class Activation Map (CAM)

for obtaining location information. It usually consists of two stages: pseudo-

label generation module and segmentation module. In the pseudo-label gen-

eration module, initially, a classifier is trained using image labels. This model

learns to recognize different classes within the images but lacks specific details

regarding object boundaries or precise locations. Following the model train-

ing, Class Activation Maps (CAMs) are produced. CAMs provide a basic in-

dication of where different classes might exist in the images. They’re derived

from analyzing the intermediate feature maps created during classification

to highlight regions associated with specific classes. Subsequently, the ini-

tial CAMs are refined and converted into more detailed pseudo-labels. This

refinement involves techniques like pixel affinity-based methods [7], boot-

strapping [8] or saliency guidance [9], aiming to convert the coarse CAMs

into finer, pixel-level annotations. This step enhances the delineation of ob-

ject boundaries and finer image details. Lastly, in the segmentation module,

a semantic segmentation model is trained using the refined pseudo-labels.

This model learns to perform detailed pixel-level segmentation, effectively

identifying and outlining specific objects or regions within the images based

on the refined annotations.

Clearly, the performance of WSSS is significantly dependent on the accu-
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Figure 1: Illustration of the partial and false activation issues of CAMs on PASCAL

VOC 2012 train set, our result (based on segmentation inside the bounding box), and the

ground-truth. Row 1 presents the partial activation of CAMs while Row 2 demonstartes

the false activation.

racy of the pseudo labels. However, the quality of pseudo-labels generated

using CAM-based methods has not yet attained the standard of manually

annotated masks. This discrepancy primarily stems from inaccuracies in

delineating object boundaries from either partial activation [10] or false ac-

tivation [11]. Partial activation means that the classifier mainly emphasizes

the most discriminative part of an object rather than the entire object area.

For example, a classifier may usually activate parts mostly related to the

head, face, and tail area of an elephant rather than its whole body as shown

in Figure 1, row 1. False activation means sometimes CAMs encompass the

background area around the object. For example, for recognizing a train, the

railroad area may be also activated as shown in Figure 1, row 2.

In this paper, we address these two issues by replacing CAM-based pseudo-

labels with detailed fine-grained labels derived from an advanced segmenta-

tion foundation model inside the bounding box. We leverage foundation
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models due to their strong capability of generating fine-grained, accurate

masks of objects or parts to avoid partial activation. We also adopt the strat-

egy of segmentation inside the bounding box to fix the issue with false

activation. In our architecture, we specifically use Segment Anything Model

(SAM) [12] due to its power in segmenting objects. Some existing foundation

model-assisted WSSS methods such as [13, 14], leverage SAM in enhancing

their segmentation seeds generated by CAMs. They assign class labels to

SAM-based masks by computing the overlap ratio to CAM-based pseudo la-

bels. However, the CAM-based pseudo labels are prone to partial and false

activation which may lead to false selection of masks. While by using SAM

partial activation could be remedied to some extent, false activation issues

still persist with their approach. We propose searching for pseudo-labels in-

side the bounding box. This will guides SAM to better segment each specific

object by ensuring it is both class-aware and location-aware, and hence, effec-

tively reduce false activation. To mitigate partial activation, we introduce a

hierarchical grouping scheme for masks within the bounding box, prioritizing

the recognition of entire objects over their parts and subparts. We surpass

existing approaches by a significant margin on both PASCAL VOC and MS

COCO. In our architecture, we leverage Grounding-DINO [15] for finding

the bounding box containing the location of objects. Then we use SAM

to predict pixel-level annotations inside the box. Furthermore, to eliminate

the necessity of using image labels, we employ contrastive language-image

pre-training (CLIP) [16] to predict labels. Unlike previous approaches, our

proposed pipeline empowers us to generate class-aware pseudo-labels in an

end-to-end manner.
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We demonstrate that the quality of the SAM-based pseudo-labels sur-

passes the CAM-based approaches and even outperforms recent methodolo-

gies that integrate both coarse class locations from CAMs and object bound-

ary information from SAM.

Our proposed model alleviates the most important issues of CAM-based

methods and achieves state-of-the-art performance. In summary, Our main

contributions are summarized as follows:

• We introduce a new framework for weakly supervised semantic seg-

mentation that alleviates the issues with CAM-based methods by us-

ing SAM inside the bounding box. Our experiments demonstrate that

we outperform state-of-the-art WSSS methods in generating pseudo

labels. With these pseudo labels, our trained segmenter outperforms

state-of-the-art WSSS models on commonly adopted benchmarks such

as Pascal VOC 2012 and MS COCO 2014.

• Unlike other existing WSSS methods that require image labels (either

class or bounding-box labels), we propose to use CLIP in WSSS setting

to eliminate the necessity of using any image label for training, which

could be unavailable or expensive to get in practical scenarios.

2. Related Work

WSSS aims at learning pixel-level representations for semantic segmenta-

tion in the absence of pixel annotations with the help of any weaker form of

annotations. Existing WSSS methods can be broadly categorized into one-

stage and two-stage techniques. One-stage methods [17, 18], involve end-

to-end training of a segmentation network using image-level labels. These
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approaches learn by enabling the network to autonomously extract intricate

features and relevant information from the input data without needing to ex-

plicitly define intermediate representations. Conversely, two-stage methods

[19, 20, 21, 22] initially generate segmentation seeds in stage one and then

utilize them as pseudo labels to train an off-the-shelf segmentation network.

The effectiveness of WSSS is heavily dependent on the accuracy and com-

pleteness of pseudo-labels. Several techniques are proposed to generate and

improve the quality of pseudo labels.

2.1. CAM-based Pseudo-labels

Most existing approaches train a classification network to generate class

activation maps (CAM) [23] serving as the initial pseudo labels. However,

CAMs suffer from partial and false activation by activating only the most

discriminative parts of a visual object or the background area, rather than

the whole object area [24]. The reason is that the network’s training process

is guided by the classification loss, which primarily focuses on distinguishing

between different classes. As the goal is often to identify the most discrimi-

native regions for improved distinctiveness, the networks may not necessarily

need to discover the entire object which leads to poor-quality pseudo-labels.

To improve the quality of CAM-based pseudo-labels, several methods

train a classification network with auxiliary tasks to guide the model toward

the discovery of more object regions. Some approaches intentionally conceal

or erase specific regions of an object, compelling models to explore more di-

verse parts [25, 3]. However, these methods either randomly hide fixed-size

patches or necessitate repetitive model training and response aggregation

steps [26]. Other works adopt an adversarial erasing strategy [27, 28] to in-

7



clude more regions but they suffer from false activation, wrongly activating

the background around the object. Some other approaches [29, 30] adopt

different techniques including self-erasing strategy or stochastic feature se-

lection to alleviate this issue but their performance is limited in obtaining

high-quality labels.

Different from previous approaches, some others deploy contrastive learn-

ing [31, 32] to overcome CAM’s partial activation. [33] employs pixel-level

contrast from positive samples following geometric transformations to ex-

tract features known as equivariant features. [34] improve WSSS by pixel-

to-segment contrast while [19] exploits the similarity and dissimilarity of

contrastive sample pairs at the image, region, pixel, and object boundary

levels. However, all these methods operate under the assumption that the

segments are predetermined or known in advance.

Some others use class-agnostic saliency map that provides rich boundary

information in addition to CAMs to enhance the quality of pseudo labels.

[35, 36, 37] use saliency map either as a part of the pseudo mask or as a

saliency feedback for CAM. However, these approaches are sensitive to the

errors and noise of the saliency maps [9].

Some others focus on learning pairwise semantic affinities to refine the

CAMmaps. Theoretically, similarities or affinities from images can be learned,

and sparse and noisy labels of object regions can be propagated to generate

dense and accurate annotations. [10] introduces AffinityNet which learns

the affinities between neighboring pixels from the reliable seeds of the raw

CAM maps. It predicts an affinity matrix, facilitating the propagation of

CAM maps through a random walk. [38] improves the quality of CAMs,
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and utilizes multiple class tokens to learn class-specific attention maps from

transformers rather than CNNs. However, the region labels from the CAM-

based methods are noisy and sometimes inaccurate, thereby leading to several

challenges in the generation of confident regions.

2.2. Foundation model assisted Pseudo-labels

Lately, there has been a growing trend in leveraging pre-trained large

foundation models. [11] proposes CLIP-based losses to supervise an auxil-

iary network for the generation of high-quality CAMs. [39] deploys Softmax-

GradCAM and class-aware attention-based affinity (CAA) to directly gener-

ate CAMs from CLIP. However, CLIP is trained for classification purposes

and partial and false activation issues remain with these approaches. Some

other works take advantage of the Segment Anything Model (SAM) by [12]

which has trained with over 1 billion masks on 11 million images. SAM

consists of three main components: an image encoder, a prompt encoder,

and a mask decoder. Initially, the prompt encoder takes input prompts to

guide the mask encoder. Finally, the Mask decoder leverages the image em-

bedding from the image encoder and interactive positional information from

the prompt decoder for final pixel label prediction. In WSSS, [24] enhances

CAM-based pseudo-labels by including SAM-generated segments based on

overlap ratios. [40] improves pseudo-labels by prompting SAM with local

maximum points on CAMs. SAM cannot generate class-aware masks, there-

fore these approaches assign class labels to masks by evaluating their overlap

ratio with CAM-based pseudo labels. Despite efforts to mitigate partial

activation through the use of SAM, false activation still persists in their ap-

proach. This can lead to the erroneous selection of masks. Unlike previous
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Figure 2: Overview of the proposed two-stage WSSS training pipeline: (1) Generation of

pseudo labels aided by foundation models (green box), and (2) Training of a segmentation

network using these pseudo labels (purple box). During the inference phase, the trained

segmenter is used to directly segment the input image.

methods, to enhance the accuracy of label assignment, we propose leverag-

ing Grounding-DINO, a methodology introduced by [15], to predict object

locations within bounding boxes. Our approach seeks to remedy partial and

false activation by searching and hierarchically grouping pseudo-labels within

specified regions.

3. Method

In this section, we present an end-to-end framework to generate high-

quality pseudo labels. For each image, an image label predicted by CLIP

and a bounding box containing an object of interest predicted by Grounding-

DINO is fed to SAM to generate a class-aware pseudo-label inside the box.

Then pairs of images and pseudo-labels are used to train an off-the-shelf

segmenter as shown in Figure 2.
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3.1. Overview

Our main idea is to first generate class-aware pseudo-labels for semantic

segmentation in an end-to-end manner, which can then be used for supervised

learning. As shown in Figure 2, our proposed framework is composed of

a pseudo-label generation module and a training a segmentation module.

In the pseudo-label generation module, we leverage the zero-shot transfer

capability of SAM to generate pixel-level annotations for images. To get

precise masks inside the bounding box and assign correct image labels to

the generated masks, two extra guidance prompts need to be provided to

SAM: object bounding box and text prompt. We obtain such text and box

prompts through CLIP [16] and Grounding-DINO [15]. First, CLIP is used to

retrieve the image labels using a collection of unlabelled training images and

a list of class names. Subsequently, the open-set object detector Grounding-

DINO takes the image labels as input and predicts corresponding bounding

boxes that delineate the referred objects. The text prompt and bounding

box information are input to SAM to perform segmentation of the object

enclosed within the specified bounding box. The segmentation results from

SAM are used as the pseudo labels for the next stage. Subsequently, in

the segmentation module, the generated pseudo-labels are used to train an

off-the-shelf segmenter.

3.2. Pseudo-label Generation Module

The aim of pseudo-label generation module is to predict high-quality

class-aware pixel-level annotations for unlabeled images. We achieve this

without needing any form of image or pixel-level annotation, relying in-

stead on the semantic categorization ability of SAM inside the bounding box.
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While SAM is powerful in perceptual grouping, it cannot distinguish between

objects, parts, or subparts. We tackle this issue by providing the bounding

box information to SAM and defining a hierarchical grouping scheme of masks

inside the bounding box. Our framework alleviates the partial and false ac-

tivation issues caused by CAM-based methods. We describe our framework

below.

Language Image Matching . In this section, we aim to leverage a language

image-matching framework, to predict an image label for each image of in-

terest. To achieve this, a large-scale vision-language model CLIP [16] is

utilized. CLIP consists of an image encoder and a text encoder, with the

primary objective of learning matching embeddings and quantifying the sim-

ilarity between images and textual content. For any unlabeled image, CLIP

is used to predict its corresponding class, selecting the top-n predictions.

By employing this approach, an extensive image collection for each class

of interest is curated. To improve the performance of CLIP, following the

idea of [41], we retrain CLIP’s image encoder through data augmentation.

This data augmentation is conducted as follows: (1) First, we initialize the

backbone from the CLIP pretraining model. (2) Next, we add a new nor-

malization layer for maintaining the stability and consistency of the features

across different samples while learning. We also add a fully connected layer

that serves as the classification head. After the feature representations are

extracted and potentially normalized by the preceding layers (including the

LayerNorm layer), they are fed into this fully connected layer. (3) Then,

we fine-tune CLIP using cross-entropy loss on the augmented dataset. This

process enables us to obtain image labels for each image from the finetuned

12



CLIP model.

Bounding Box Detection. To predict the bounding boxes of objects of inter-

est, we adopt a promptable object detector, Grounding-DINO [15]. Grounding-

DINO represents a zero-shot object detection framework employing a Swin

(Shifted Windows) transformer by [42] to extract image features and BERT

(Bidirectional Encoder Representations from Transformers) [43] for extract-

ing textual information. Its primary function is to detect objects within

an image based on a given text prompt, generating bounding boxes around

objects that meet specific text and box thresholds. Subsequently, SAM is

adopted to generate segmentation masks inside the bounding box.

Pseudo-label Generation inside the Bounding Box. To perform segmentation

within the bounding box, the array containing the bounding box and im-

age label information is input to SAM. The steps carried out prior to SAM

ensure that SAM possesses the requisite knowledge of the targeted objects,

resulting in the generation of accurate class-aware pixel-level labels. While

our approach filters the objects outside the bounding box, still many of the

masks inside the box are overlapped, covering the whole and part of the ob-

jects. To this end, we prioritize the selection of whole masks, over the part

masks by computing the overlap ratio between the mask and the bounding

box. This prioritization strategy aims to ensure the accurate representation

of entire objects before considering their individual parts. Consequently, this

can result in the generation of high-quality pseudo-labels.
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3.3. Segmentation Module

Upon the generation of high-quality pseudo-labels by SAM, they are uti-

lized as training labels to supervise the training of a segmentation model.

This involves the employment of any state-of-the-art fully supervised segmen-

tation model. In our experiments, we adopt deeplabV3+ [44] and Mask2Former

[45], following the approach of other WSSS methods. While the training

phase involves the above two-stage framework, the inference phase does not

rely on running the foundation models but simply utilizes the trained seg-

mentation network to perform the segmentation.

4. Experiments

4.1. Datasets and Evaluation Metrics

To compare with previous WSSS approaches, we evaluate our model on

two different benchmarks: PASCAL VOC 2012 by [46] and MS COCO 2014

by [47]. Pascal VOC 2012 consists of 1,464 training images and 1,449 valida-

tion images, encompassing 21 categories including a background. MS COCO

2014 contains a total of 82,081 images for training and 40,137 images for

validation, featuring 81 object categories including background. For infer-

ence, we use the validation split for all datasets. Additionally, for fine-tuning

CLIP on the augmented dataset we use Open Image Dataset by [48] training

set specifically focusing on the subset of categories that present in our target

domain, Pascal VOC and MS COCO dataset. We applied category name

modifications to the Open Images Dataset to better align with our target

datasets. For instance, the category ’motorcycle’ was renamed to ’motor

bikes,’ and ’tv’ was adjusted to ’television.’ Following common practice by
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[11, 14, 41], the mean Intersection over Union (mIoU) is adopted as the

evaluation metric for all experiments.

4.2. Implementation details

For fine-tuning CLIP, the pre-trained ViT-B/16 [49] image encoder is

adopted. Similar to [41], we use configuration as Table 4. For the segmenta-

tion network in module two, we employ deeplabv3+ by [50] with ResNet101

backbone architecture by [51] and Mask2Former by [52], with Swin-L back-

bone architecture by [42]. All the training images are resized and center-

cropped to 320×320 pixels. While inference, we use the original resolution

of images. Other training settings, such as the optimizer, learning rate, etc.,

are set following [39]. Throughout the experiments and ablation study, the

IoU threshold is set to 0.3 following the common practice in WSSS.

4.3. Comparison to the State-of-the-Art

Quantitative Results. To evaluate the effectiveness of our approach, we com-

pare our final segmentation result with the state-of-the-art WSSS methods on

both PASCAL VOC and MS COCO datasets. The results are demonstrated

in Table 1 and 2. On both PASCAL VOC and MS COCO, our approach

outperforms others by a significant margin. It’s worth mentioning that our

method compared to all previous approaches, does not use image-level labels,

alleviating the manually annotating burden of large-scale datasets. Further-

more, we compare the quality of our generated pseudo-labels with previous

approaches on PASCAL VOC in Table 3. The results show that our approach

generates more accurate pseudo labels than all previous methods by a sub-

stantial margin. Compared to two previous approaches, WSSS-SAM [24]
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methods pub./year backbone sp. mIoU

DeepLabV3+ [50] CVPR18 R101 F 79.5

Mask2Former [45] CVPR22 Swin-L F 80.0

CIAN [53] AAAI20 R101 I 64.3

AdvCAM [2] CVPR21 R101 I 67.5

Kweon et al. [54] ICCV21 WR38 I 68.4

SIPE [55] CVPR22 R101 I 68.8

ViT-PCM [56] ECCV22 R101 I 70.3

CLIMS [11] CVPR22 R50 I+C 70.4

Jiang et al. [40] arXiv23 R101 I+S 71.1

ToCo [57] CVPR23 WR38 I 71.1

MCTformer [58] CVPR22 WR38 I 71.9

WSSS-SAM [24] NeurIPSW23 R101 I+S 72.1

Xu et al. [59] CVPR23 WR38 I+C 72.2

BECO [60] CVPR23 MiT-B2 I 73.7

CLIP-ES [39] CVPR23 R101 I+C 73.8

WeakTr [61] arXiv23 ViT-S I 74.0

Ours PR24 R101 C+D+S 76.9

Ours PR24 Swin-L C+D+S 78.3

Table 1: Performance comparison with previous methods of the same setting on the PAS-

CAL VOC 2012 val set. The training supervision type is indicated in the ”sp.” column,

distinguishing between full supervision (F) and image labels (I). Additionally, the inclu-

sion of CLIP (C), Grounding-DINO (D), and SAM (S) is indicated. Also, ”pub.” refers

to the publisher. Best WSSS scores are marked in bold.
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methods pub/year backbone sp. mIOU

DeepLabV3+ [50] CVPR18 R101 F 60.4

Mask2Former [45] CVPR22 Swin-L F 66.7

Kweon et al. [54] ICCV21 WR38 I 36.4

SIPE [55] CVPR22 R101 I 40.6

MCTformer [58] CVPR22 WR38 I 42.0

ToCo [57] CVPR23 WR38 I 42.3

AdvCAM [2] CVPR21 R101 I 44.4

ViT-PCM [56] ECCV22 R101 I 45.0

BECO [60] CVPR23 MiT-B2 I 45.1

CLIP-ES [39] CVPR23 R101 I+C 45.4

Xu et al. [59] CVPR23 WR38 I+C 45.9

WeakTr [61] arXiv23 ViT-S I 46.9

WSSS-SAM [24] NeurIPSW23 R101 I+S 45.9

Ours PR24 R101 C+D+S 48.5

Ours PR24 Swin-L C+D+S 49.9

Table 2: Performance comparison with previous methods of the the same setting on the

MS COCO 2014 val set. The training supervision type is indicated in the ”sp.” column,

distinguishing between full supervision (F) and image labels (I). Additionally, the inclusion

of CLIP (C), Grounding-DINO (D), and SAM (S) is indicated. Also, ”pub.” refers to the

publisher. Best WSSS scores are marked in bold.
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methods pseudo-label mIOU

Jiang et al. [40] SAM 61.9

AdvCAM [2] RW+CRF 60.4

MCTformer [58] RW+CRF 66.7

CLIMS [11] RW+CRF 36.4

ViT-PCM [56] CRF 40.6

MCTformer [58] RW+CRF 42.0

CLIP-ES [39] CAA+CRF 42.3

WeakTr [61] CRF 68.7

WSSS-SAM [24] CAA+SAM 79.6

Ours SAM 87.2

Table 3: Pseudo-label quality on PASCAL VOC 2012 training set with the generation tech-

niques. The ”pseudo-label” refers to the pseudo-label generation or enhancement method

including training affinity networks (RW), dense CRF (CRF), class-aware attention-based

affinity (CAA), and SAM. The best results are marked in bold.

configuration value

optimizer AdamW

learning rate 2× 10−5

weight decay 0.7

batch size 32

learning rate schedule cosine decay

epochs 50

Table 4: Configuration for augmneted CLIP.
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and [40] that use SAM in the pseudo-label generation module, our frame-

work boosts the quality of labels to 9.55% and 40.87%. The reason is that

WSSS-SAM [24] utilizes SAM for enhancing CAM-based pseudo-labels which

may fail if the classifier either activates on incorrect objects or fails to ac-

tivate on the target objects. Also, [40] directly uses SAM for generating

pseudo labels; however, SAM cannot perform well when box prompts are not

provided. Our approach is able to generate high-quality pseudo-labels by

adopting SAM to perform inside the bounding box which leads to significant

performance improvement in final segmentation results.

Figure 3: The pseudo-labels generated by our proposed framework and comparison

between WSSS-SAM and CLIP-ES on PASCAL VOC 2012 training set.

Qualitative Results. We visually compared our predicted pseudo-labels with

previous models in Figure 3. Our pseudo-label generation module segments

more complete regions and precise boundaries for objects compared to WSSS-

SAM [24] and CLIP-ES [39]. CLIP-ES suffers from partial activation and

false activation of CAMs. For example in the second row, CAM is not ac-
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Figure 4: Visualization of the final segmentation results, CLIP-ES, and WSSS-SAM on

MS COCO 2014 validation set.
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tivated for all horses in the image due to partial activation; also the space

between the legs of the horses is activated to the false activation. While

WSSS-SAM leverages SAM to alleviate the issues with CAM, the visual re-

sults demonstrate that the problem still remains due to the inactivation or

false activation of CAMs and the inefficiency of the voting scheme between

SAM pseudo-labels and CAM-based seeds. Figure 3 demonstrates the superi-

ority of using SAM-based pseudo-label generation approaches to CAM-based

methods in a WSSS setting.

Figure 4 compares our final segmentation results with WSSS-SAM and

CLIP-ES. These results demonstrate the superiority of our proposed frame-

work in segmenting whole object regions. Furthermore, our model performs

better at segmenting fine-grained details particularly the boundaries within

the images such as the legs of the bear and zebras in the first and second

rows, and the left arm of the person in the third row.

4.4. Ablation Studies

To certify the effectiveness of our design, we present a series of exper-

iments on PASCAL VOC 2012 val set. Our final segmentation network is

Mask2Former trained with pseudo-labels.

The analysis of the proposed components. We evaluate the performance of

each component of our pseudo-label generation module (w/o aug.) in Table 5.

In addition, we analyze the performance of each component after augmented

CLIP (w/ aug.) on Open Image Dataset. As shown, augmentation improves

the performance of CLIP, Grounding-DINO and SAM to 6.68%, 4.87%, and

3.93%.
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Table 5: Comparing the performance of each pseudo-label generation module component

on PASCAL VOC 2012 val set in % before and after augmentation. ”cls.”, ”bx.” and

”pseul.” refer to the classifier, bounding box detector, and pseudo-label generator. Also,

”perf.”, ”w/ aug.” and ”w/o aug.” indicate performance, with and without augmentation,

respectively.

component perf. component perf.

cls. (w/o aug.) mAP: 90.1 cls. (w/ aug.) mAP: 96.2

bx. (w/o aug.) mAP: 88.0 bx. (w/ aug.) mAP: 92.3

pseul. (w/o aug.) mIOU: 83.9 pseul. (w/ aug.) mIOU: 87.2

Enhancing the performance by using supervision. We investigate the effect

of using different kinds of supervision including image and box labels. In

the first experiment, Grounding-DINO takes the image labels and generates

box prompts. All other components will remain the same. In the second

experiment, we eliminate CLIP and Grounding-DINO and feed SAM with

image and box labels. Our experiments demonstrate that by using image

labels the quality of pseudo-labels and final segmentation results improve by

+1.26 and +1.4, while using image and box labels enhances the performance

by +4.9 and +3.7 in the cost of manually annotating the dataset.

5. Conclusion

This paper proposes a pioneering framework by applying SAM in the

bounding box in WSSS setting. We address two main issues with CAM-based

methods: partial and false activation. By using SAM inside the bounding

box and defining a hierarchical grouping scheme, we guide our model to se-

lect masks that are within a box area around the object ( to avoid false
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Table 6: Improving the performance of the pseudo label generation module and the final

segmenter while using any forming of supervision including image labels and box labels on

PASCAL VOC 2012 val set. Compare our performance with previous methods in Table

1.

image labels box labels pseudo-label generator final segmenter

× × 87.2 78.3

✓ × 88.3 79.4

✓ ✓ 91.5 81.2

activation) and we choose the whole objects over the parts (to avoid the

partial activation). We also eliminate image-level labels and outperform pre-

vious approaches. Our pseudo-label generation module is capable of pro-

ducing fine-grained labels that are both class-aware and object-aware. Our

approach shows consistent improvement over the SOTA WSSS methods on

both PASCAL VOC and MS-COCO datasets.

Data availability statement. All data supporting the findings of this study

are available within the paper.
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