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Abstract

We present the novel approach for stance detec-
tion across domains and targets, Metric Learning-
Based Few-Shot Learning for Cross-Target and
Cross-Domain Stance Detection (MLSD). MLSD
utilizes metric learning with triplet loss to cap-
ture semantic similarities and differences between
stance targets, enhancing domain adaptation. By
constructing a discriminative embedding space,
MLSD allows a cross-target or cross-domain stance
detection model to acquire useful examples from
new target domains. We evaluate MLSD in multi-
ple cross-target and cross-domain scenarios across
two datasets, showing statistically significant im-
provement in stance detection performance across
six widely used stance detection models.

1 Introduction

Stance detection—the task of identifying an au-
thor’s stance toward a specific target—has garnered
significant attention in the research community, par-
ticularly gaining recognition during Task 6 (stance
detection on social media posts) of the 2016 In-
ternational Workshop on Semantic Evaluation (Se-
mEval 2016) (Mohammad et al., 2016). In stance
detection, a classification model is trained to clas-
sify an author’s stance toward some target, such
as a person, entity, or organization (see Table 1).
Typically, an author’s stance is classified as in fa-
vor of, against, or neutral/neither, although more
recent works have introduced categories such as
support, agree/disagree, refute, discussion, com-
menting, and unrelated (Conforti et al., 2020). In
the vanilla stance detection problem, the target of
interest in the training data is also the target in the
test samples, meaning that learning across targets
or domains is not required. However, cross-target
and cross-domain stance detection have seen sig-
nificant growth (Augenstein et al., 2016; Xu et al.,

2018; Wei and Mao, 2019; Conforti et al., 2020),
with important implications for improving model
adaptability and generalization across varied con-
texts and domains (Hardalov et al., 2021).

Table 1: Example of stance from a text sample in the
SemEval 2016 dataset (Mohammad et al., 2016).

Target Text Stance
Legalization
of Abortion

Whether someone wants to have
children or not should be com-
pletely up to the person carrying
that pregnancy.

FAVOR

Cross-target stance detection (CTSD) involves
training a model on a specific source target, and
using that model to predict stance expressed on a
different destination target. In this case, the source
and destination data are assumed to belong to the
same contextual domain (Xu et al., 2018; Augen-
stein et al., 2016). In cross-domain stance detection
(CDSD), however, the source and destination tar-
gets belong to different contextual domains. For
example, the SemEval 2016 dataset included tar-
gets Donald Trump and Hillary Clinton, which can
be considered under the same contextual domain
of American Politics; similarly, targets Feminist
Movement and Legalization of Abortion were cate-
gorized under the Women’s Rights domain by exist-
ing studies (Xu et al., 2018). An example of CTSD
would be detecting stance toward Hillary Clinton-
based samples using a model trained on Donald
Trump-based samples, while CDSD would involve
predicting stance toward Hillary Clinton using a
model trained on Feminist Movement.

Despite the growth of research in CTSD and
CDSD, significant challenges remain that limit fur-
ther advancements. For example, existing datasets
often contain a wide variety of targets and do-
mains (Gera and Neal, 2022), making it imprac-
tical to train a separate model per target. Further,
as new targets and domains are introduced, dataset
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annotation can also be very expensive and time-
consuming. In addition, the disparity between
source and destination domains often results in
poor model transferability (Conforti et al., 2020).
Current approaches (e.g., (Liu et al., 2021; Jiang
et al., 2022; Liu et al., 2022; Wen and Hauptmann,
2023) ) often rely on external knowledge sources,
such as knowledge graphs, Wikipedia data, tar-
get explanations, or large language models, to en-
hance generalization across targets and domains.
However, these methods face difficulty in captur-
ing domain-specific nuances or rely on the avail-
ability of external resources. Some techniques,
such as SiamNet (Santosh et al., 2019) and the bi-
conditional model (Augenstein et al., 2016) (Con-
forti et al., 2020), have also been shown to struggle
with domain-specific language, contextual differ-
ences, and target-related details that are not well
captured by external knowledge alone. Some mod-
els may also be prone to overfitting on the specific
characteristics of the training data, as demonstrated
by (Sultan et al., 2022), leading to poor transfer-
ability when applied to new targets or domains.

One potential solution is few-shot learning,
where a small number of representative examples
from the destination target are used to fine-tune a
stance detection model pre-trained on a different
source target. Instead of relying on large datasets
or external knowledge, which are often costly and
domain-specific, few-shot learning would instead
select the most informative examples that encap-
sulate relevant contextual knowledge to assist in
training. Few-shot learning has been used in stance
detection, primarily to to reduce the reliance on
large labeled datasets and enable models to perform
well with limited examples (Khiabani and Zubiaga,
2023; Li et al., 2023; Jiang et al., 2022). How-
ever, these approaches do not seek to effectively
support generalization across domains, which we
propose as a novel paradigm for improving model
performance in CTSD and CDSD.

In this paper, we introduce a new method called
MLSD (Metric Learning-Based Few-Shot Learn-
ing for Cross-Target and Cross-Domain Stance
Detection) to improve CTSD and CDSD. Our
method uses metric learning to measure the simi-
larity between text samples from different targets,
selecting a small number of representative sam-
ples from the destination data (the “few shots”).
These selected samples are then used to further
train a stance classification model, which was ini-
tially trained on a different target, to accurately

predict the stance in the new destination domain.
We demonstrate that our approach improves per-
formance in both CTSD and CDSD across two
datasets, which include four distinct targets and two
distinct domains, using six state-of-the-art stance
detection models. 1 Our contributions include:

1. Similarity-based few-shot selection strat-
egy: We develop a metric-based approach to
select contextually relevant samples from a
destination domain for few-shot learning.

2. Few-shot learning for cross-domain adapta-
tion: We propose a few-shot learning frame-
work that improves both cross-target and
cross-domain stance detection performance.

The paper is outlined as follows. Section 2 re-
views the related work; Section 3 details the pro-
posed methodology; Section 4 presents the exper-
iments; Section 5 evaluates the results, Section 6
concludes the paper with key findings and contri-
butions, Section 7 discusses study limitations and
Section 8 discusses the Ethical Implication of the
study.

2 Related Work

2.1 Cross-Target Stance Detection

Several authors have investigated CTSD using a va-
riety of approaches. For example, Augenstein et al.
(2016) studied CTSD by developing a conditional
encoder model for predicting stance on unseen tar-
gets (e.g., Donald Trump) that were not included
in the training set of the SemEval 2016 dataset. Xu
et al. (2018) explored CTSD on domain-related tar-
gets, where samples from the source target were
leveraged to learn domain-specific aspects that aid
stance detection on the test data. However, there ap-
proaches are limited to scenarios where the source
and destination targets belong to the same contex-
tual domain. Wei and Mao (2019) investigated
CTSD by leveraging labeled data from a source
target to adapt models for a destination target us-
ing shared latent topics as transferable knowledge.
However, this approach relies heavily on identify-
ing shared latent topics between the targets, which
may not be available or relevant across all tar-
get pairs. Liang et al. (2021) proposed a method
that builds target-adaptive pragmatics dependency
graphs to capture the roles words play in express-
ing stance based on the target. Their approach con-
structed separate graphs for both target-specific and

1Our code is available at:
https://github.com/parushgera/mlsd-few-shot



cross-target contexts, using a graph-aware model
with Graphical Convolutional Network blocks to
adapt the model for unseen targets. While effective,
this method relies on complex graph structures and
the identification of target-dependent word roles,
which may not be applicable across all target types.

2.2 Cross-Domain Stance Detection

CDSD poses a greater challenge by requiring the
model to generalize across different contextual do-
mains. Conforti et al. (2020) investigated SiamNet
(Santosh et al., 2019) and BiCond (Augenstein
et al., 2016) architectures for CDSD and found poor
generalization across Entertainment and Healthcare
domains in the WT-WT dataset (Conforti et al.,
2020). Hardalov et al. (2021) explored CDSD for
unseen targets and labels, proposing a framework
that combined domain adaptation techniques, such
as a mixture of experts and domain-adversarial
training, with label embeddings. However, the
complexity of this method requires additional label
information, which may not always be available.
Arakelyan et al. (2023) proposed Topic Efficient
Stance Detection, which uses a topic-guided di-
versity sampling method to create a data-efficient
training set and a contrastive learning objective
to fine-tune the stance classifier. Their approach
addresses class imbalances across topics and eval-
uates both in-domain and out-of-domain perfor-
mance. However, their method depends on identi-
fying and utilizing topic information.

2.3 Few-Shot Learning in Stance Detection

Liu et al. (2021) examined a more realistic stance
detection scenario in zero-shot and few-shot set-
tings by incorporating commonsense relational
knowledge to enhance generalization and reasoning
abilities. However, their work is confined to stan-
dard stance detection and does not address CTSD
or CDSD. Jiang et al. (2022) proposed a prompt-
based fine-tuning approach for stance detection
using pre-trained language models to address both
few-shot learning and the lack of contextual in-
formation for targets. While their approach re-
lies on prompt design and verbalizers to capture
target-context relationships, our method leverages
similarity-based learning to optimize few-shot se-
lection and improve performance across diverse
targets and domains without the need for hand-
crafted prompts. Furthermore, using large lan-
guage models for prompt-based fine-tuning can
be computationally expensive, whereas our MLSD

approach achieves effective generalization and sam-
ple selection without the added cost and complex-
ity of LLMs. Wen and Hauptmann (2023) refor-
mulated zero-shot and few-shot stance detection
as a conditional generation task using denoising
from partially-filled templates, incorporating tar-
get prediction and Wikipedia knowledge to en-
hance performance. Their method relies heav-
ily on external knowledge sources, whereas our
MLSD framework focuses on improving general-
ization across both targets and domains through
similarity-based selection, eliminating the need
for external knowledge bases. Liu et al. (2022)
proposed a target-aware semi-supervised frame-
work for few-shot stance detection, utilizing con-
trastive learning and consistency regularization to
leverage both labeled and unlabeled data, focus-
ing on standard stance detection. However, their
approach relies on randomly selecting few-shot
samples, while our MLSD method selects samples
based on learned similarities and consistently out-
performs random selection, particularly in cross-
target and cross-domain scenarios, without the need
for semi-supervised techniques.

3 Proposed Approach: MLSD

MLSD comprises several steps, including train-
ing a similarity detection model using triplet-based
metric learning and hard negative mining, identi-
fying the top-n few-shot samples using the trained
similarity detection model, and applying few-shot
learning using the selected samples for CTSD or
CDSD. The architecture is given in Figure 1.

3.1 Step 1: Triplet Selection

The MLSD approach leverages the similarity be-
tween the text embeddings of the source target and
destination target data. The idea is to extract a
small set of n semantically-similar samples from
the destination dataset of size Z, where n ≪ Z,
for few-shot learning in CTSD or CDSD. Further,
a stance classification model trained on the source
target is fine-tuned on these n selected samples and
then used to predict the stance on unseen destina-
tion data. To enhance the learning of this similarity
model, we apply triplet-based metric learning, in-
corporating data from a noise target.

We first identify the source (s) and destination
(d) targets of interest (e.g., s = Hillary Clinton,
d = Donald Trump). We also identify a noise
(nnoise) target which we define as having no con-



Figure 1: Step-by-step workflow of the proposed MLSD architecture. During MLSD, a model is trained to
distinguish between data from the source target and another arbitrary noise target, as depicted by the t-SNE
visualization of the BERT embeddings for the targets Feminist Movement (FM) and Atheism (AT).

textually similarity with either s or d (e.g., nnoise =
Atheism). We incorporate metric learning, which is
a type of machine learning that focuses on learning
a similarity metric between data points. The goal of
the triplet-based metric learning is to learn an em-
bedding space where examples from similar targets
are closer together, while examples from different
targets are pushed apart (Wang et al., 2020; Gho-
jogh et al., 2023). To achieve this, we construct
triplets consisting of an anchor from the source tar-
get, positive from source target (different example
from source target), and negative from noise target.

Hard negative mining is incorporated to further
improve the effectiveness of metric learning and
triplet formation. Instead of selecting random neg-
ative samples, we use hard negatives, which are
examples from the noise target that are particularly
challenging, i.e., they are close to the anchor in
the learned embedding space but belong to a dif-
ferent target. To achieve this, we leverage SBERT
(Sentence-BERT (Reimers and Gurevych, 2019)),
which provides semantically rich embeddings op-
timized for similarity tasks, mapping similar text
instances closer together in the embedding space.

The process works as follows: for each anchor,
we compute its cosine similarity with all candidate
negatives in the embedding space. We then sort
candidate negatives by similarity in decending or-
der and select one randomly from the top-k most

similar negatives as the hard negative, where k = 5.
This ensures that selected hard negative is closer
to the anchor in the embedding space, yet belongs
to a different target, making is challenging to dis-
tinguish. This forces the model to learn a more
discriminative representation, improving the ability
to generalize across targets and domains.

We create groups of three examples, called
triplets, for each text sample. Each triplet includes
one example from the source (called the anchor),
another example from source (the positive), and
a different example from the noise (the negative).
The anchor remains the same across all five triplets
for each text sample, the positives are chosen ran-
domly, and the negatives are chosen using hard
negative mining. We chose to create five triplets
per anchor after experimenting with different num-
bers (5, 10, and 15) and finding it to be the most
effective. The goal of creating these triplets is to
help the model learn to identify which examples
are similar and which are different, so it can better
distinguish between different types of text across
targets and domains. By keeping the number of
triplets low, we avoid repeating too many of the
same pairs, which helps prevent the model from
becoming too focused on specific patterns and en-
sures it can generalize well to new data.

Table 2 shows the performance of the metric
learning model in terms of accuracy of binary



Source Target Noise Target Accuracy
FM AT 93.86%
LA AT 86.80%
HC AT 94.56%
DT AT 91.43%

ENT POL 99.80%
HLT POL 99.15%

Table 2: Accuracy of the metric learning model in clas-
sifying source and noise targets. The model uses embed-
dings generated from BERT and trained through triplet
loss to learn discriminative features.

classification between source and negative target,
across various target and domain combinations, on
their respective test sets. The results shows that the
metric learning approach enables models to achieve
consistently high accuracy across all target pairs.

3.2 Triplet Embedding Generation Using
BERT

Once the text triplets are identified, we utilize
BERT (Devlin et al., 2019) to generate text embed-
dings for the text triplets. Given a text sequence, x,
the BERT model is used to produce an embedding
vector i.e, e(x) = BERT(x), where e(x) ∈ Rd rep-
resents the embedding of the input sequence, and d
is the dimensionality of the embedding space.

Each triplet is denoted as (A,P,N). The triplet
loss function Ltriplet is used to ensure that the dis-
tance between the anchor and the positive is smaller
than the distance between the anchor and the nega-
tive by a margin.

Ltriplet = max(0, d(e(A), e(P ))

− d(e(A), e(N)) +m)

where:
• d is the Euclidean distance.
• m is the margin, a hyperparameter that en-

sures a minimum separation between similar
and dissimilar samples.

For discriminating between the source target and
another target using the embedded triplets, we de-
velop a deep learning model (i.e., MLSD) using a
learning rate of 5e-5 and the Adam optimizer. The
margin for the triplet loss was set to 1.0, determined
through a grid search to optimize performance. The
batch size was 64. The model was trained for 10
epochs, with early stopping based on validation
loss to prevent overfitting.

3.3 Step 2: Top-N Few-Shot Sample Selection
Once the embedding space is learned and the
MLSD model is trained, we use the model to de-

termine which samples from the destination target
are most suitable for fine-tuning. Essentially, the
MLSD similarity model is used to identify samples
from the destination target that are predicted as be-
longing to the source target, aiding target/domain
adaptation. The selection process is based on the
classification output from the model, combined
with confidence scores and diversity considerations,
as follows.

1. Use the trained model to make predictions on
the destination dataset D = {d1, d2, . . . , dn}.

2. Compute the confidence scores for each in-
stance using the softmax output from the clas-
sifier layer. Let fθ(di) denote the probability
for instance di.

3. For each stance class c, select the top n in-
stances for which the model is most confident:

Top-N(c) = arg
N

max
i=1

∑
di∈Dc

fθ(di) (1)

3.4 Step 3: Classification
Finally, we train a stance classifier model on a
source target. To adapt this model to a different
destination target, we fine-tune it using the few-shot
samples selected in the previous step. The few-shot
samples are assumed to provide high-quality, rep-
resentative information about the destination target,
thereby facilitating effective domain adaptation.

4 Experimentation

For evaluation, we conducted CTSD and CDSD ex-
periments using two datasets and six stance detec-
tion models. We also compared CTSD and CDSD
performance with MLSD against the vanilla ap-
proach (i.e., training on a source target and testing
on a destination target) and CTSD/CDSD with ran-
dom selection of few-shot samples.

4.1 Datasets
We used two datasets, including the SemEval 2016
Task 6 Stance Detection (Mohammad et al., 2016)
and Will-They-Won’t-They (WT-WT) (Conforti
et al., 2020) datasets (see Tables 3 and 4). The
SemEval-2016 dataset contains 4,870 tweets man-
ually annotated for stance (i.e., Favor, Against, or
Neither) and target (i.e., Atheism (AT); Climate
Change is Real Concern (CC); Feminist Movement
(FM); Hillary Clinton (HC); Legalization of Abor-
tion (LA); and Donald Trump (DT)).

WT-WT was recently released and is currently
the largest dataset for stance detection in the En-
glish language (Conforti et al., 2020). The dataset



includes tweets discussing mergers and acquisi-
tions between different companies in the health-
care and entertainment industries. Each tweet is
labeled with the author’s stance (i.e., support, re-
fute, comment, or unrelated) towards the domains
of Healthcare (HLT) and Entertainment (ENT).

4.2 Stance Detection Models
We demonstrate the effectiveness of MLSD by eval-
uating it against six widely used models for stance
detection (Xu et al., 2018; Liu, 2019; Kim, 2014;
Du et al., 2017). These include four RNN-based
models, one CNN-based model, and one BERT-
based model for comprehensive comparison across
different model architectures.

BiLSTM: A BiLSTM (Bidirectional Long Short-
Term Memory) encodes text sequences from both
forward and backward directions, capturing contex-
tual information from both sides. The hidden states
from each direction are then combined to represent
the entire sequence (Schuster and Paliwal, 1997).

BiCond: Utilizes a BiLSTM to encode targets
and uses its final states as the initial states of an-
other BiLSTM to encode the text sequence (Augen-
stein et al., 2016).

CrossNet: A BiLSTM-based model designed
for CTSD, which incorporates an aspect attention
layer to focus on relevant parts of the text that are
specific to a given target (Xu et al., 2018).

TAN: A model combining a bidirectional RNN
and a BiLSTM with a target-specific attention
mechanism (Du et al., 2017).

TextCNN: A convolutional neural network de-
signed for sentence classification, utilizing pre-
trained word vectors (Kim, 2014).

RoBERTa: A transformer-based model derived
from BERT, pre-trained on a large corpus using the
masked language modeling objective with modifi-
cations, such as longer training and removal of the
next sentence prediction task (Liu, 2019).

For each model, we follow the same configura-
tion as outlined in their respective original papers.

4.3 Training and Testing
Experimental scenarios consisted of the following:

• Standard Training: The model is trained
solely on the source target and directly tested
on the destination target. No modifications
are made.

• Few-Shot Learning with Random Selection:
The model is first trained on the source dataset
and then fine-tuned using a randomly selected

set of n-shot samples from the destination
dataset’s training set. The final evaluation is
performed on the destination dataset’s test set.

• Few-Shot Learning Using MSLD: The
model is trained on the source dataset and
then fine-tuned using the top-n few-shot sam-
ples from the destination dataset, where n = 5,
10, or 15. These top-n examples are selected
using the proposed metric learning-based ap-
proach, identified by their highest confidence
scores (logits), indicating alignment with the
stance classes based on the learned embed-
dings. For comparison, in the Random Selec-
tion setting, the same number of n samples
are randomly selected for each stance class.

4.4 Source, Destination, and Noise Targets

We consider various combinations of source and
noise targets, including Feminist Movement (FM)
and Atheism (AT), Legalization of Abortion (LA)
and Atheism (AT), Hilary Clinton (HC) and Athe-
ism (AT), and Donald Trump (DT) and Atheism
(AT). To assess CDSD, we assess Entertainment
(ENT) and Politics (POL) (where POL is a concate-
nation of HC and DT). For targets in the SemEval
dataset, we use the entire training set, but for WT-
WT, we include only a balanced subset of 1,200
examples to match the size of the POL set, which
also contains approximately 1,200 examples.

4.5 Evaluation

We employ the macro-average of the F1-score to
equally weight all stance classes. Similar to the
SemEval task, we treat the Neither class as a class
of no interest during evaluation, whereas for WT-
WT, we consider all stance classes. All results are
reported as mean of F1-score over five fixed seeds,
minimizing the effect of random variations from
model initialization.

5 Results

5.1 Cross-Target and Cross-Domain Stance
Detection

Table 5 presents the performance of stance de-
tection models using the macro-average F1-score
across the FM and LA targets. In all models, the
few-shot samples selected using the MLSD ap-
proach consistently outperform those selected ran-
domly. This trend is similarly observed for the HC
and DT targets, as shown in Table 6. We attribute
performance gains to the learned embeddings for



Target Training Data Test Data
%Favor %Against %Neutral #Total Train %Favor %Against %Neutral #Total Test

Atheism (AT) 17.93 59.26 22.81 513 14.55 72.73 12.73 220
Climate Change is Real Concern (CC) 53.67 3.80 42.53 395 72.78 6.51 20.71 169

Feminist Movement (FM) 31.63 49.40 18.98 664 20.35 64.21 15.44 285
Hillary Clinton (HC) 17.13 57.04 25.83 689 15.25 58.31 26.44 295

Legalization of Abortion (LA) 18.53 54.36 27.11 653 16.43 67.50 16.07 280
Donald Trump (DT) 20.94 42.26 36.80 530 20.90 42.37 36.73 177

Total 25.10 47.03 27.87 3,444 23.94 55.36 20.70 1,427

Table 3: Data distribution in the SemEval-2016 dataset (Mohammad et al., 2016).

Target Training Data Test Data
%Support %Refute %Comment %Unrelated Total %Support %Refute %Comment %Unrelated Total

Healthcare 16.1 11.71 37.76 34.33 22,101 1187 16.11 37.76 34.33 7,367
Entertainment 47.74 2.45 8.23 41.75 11,141 47.74 2.45 8.23 41.75 3,714

Total 13.48 8.55 41.10 36.85 33,242 13.48 8.55 41.10 36.84 11,081

Table 4: Data distribution in the Will They Won’t They dataset (Conforti et al., 2020).

selecting the most informative samples for fine-
tuning. By focusing on high confidence examples,
the model is better able to adapt to the destination
target.

In cross-domain settings, for the ENT and HLT
targets, the original authors (Conforti et al., 2020)
of the dataset highlighted poor generalization per-
formance, with reported F1-scores of 37.77 for
HLT → ENT and 33.62 for ENT → HLT. Our re-
sults in Table 8 show a significant improvement
in performance when using few-shot samples se-
lected via MLSD. We also experimented with dif-
fernent domains in SemEval dataset, where the
destination target is contextually different from the
source, we trained the models on FM and tested
them on HC and DT. The results, presented in Table
7, demonstrate that the few-shot samples acquired
using MLSD helped all models achieve better per-
formance compared to randomly selected few-shot
samples.

5.2 Results Across Classifiers

Across all classifiers, MLSD demonstrated notable
improvements over the random few shot selection.
On average, the performance increased by 11.72%
for FM → HC, 7.20% for FM → DT, 31.32% for
ENT → HLT, 29.87% for HLT → ENT, 7.27% for
LA → FM, 6.56% for FM → LA, 6.47% for HC
→ DT, and 7.33% for DT → HC, with these values
averaged across all classifiers.

An interesting observation is that the RoBERTa
model did not achieve as significant an improve-
ment compared to the CNN and RNN based models.
This may be due to RoBERTa’s reliance on large-
scale pre-training, which already captures much
of the generalization required for stance detection,

leading to smaller gains from the MLSD approach.
In contrast, CNN and RNN models, which do not
benefit from such extensive pre-training, gain more
from the enhanced sample selection process of
MLSD, improving their ability to generalize across
both cross-target and cross-domain settings.

5.3 Few-Shot Learning
We evaluated 5, 10, and 15 samples for few-shot
learning with MLSD. The average performance
across all values is shown in Table 9. It is notewor-
thy that even when selecting the maximum number
of few-shots, i.e., 15 samples, the proportion of
data utilized remains remarkably small. Specifi-
cally, we use only 0.02% of the data from FM, LA,
HC each and 0.03% from DT, 0.001% from ENT,
and an incredibly small 0.0006% from HLT. These
results suggest then a Top N > 5 often provides
better results.

Cross-Target Cross-Domain
Model 5 10 15 5 10 15
BiCond 42.45% 43.37% 42.85% 56.14% 56.36% 57.28%
BiLSTM 39.56% 41.84% 41.8% 55.81% 55.97% 55.36%
CrossNet 39.19% 41.39% 41.47% 56.09% 55.25% 55.57%
Roberta 30.97% 31.83% 31.97% 29.47% 29.47% 29.48%

TAN 37.47% 39.31% 39.86% 52.12% 51.48% 50.31%
TextCNN 41.68% 42.12% 42.21% 51.39% 51.4% 51.39%

Table 9: Average stance detection performance (macro-
average F1-score) across classifiers for 5, 10, and 15
“few-shot” samples in MLSD.

5.4 Comparison with Existing Models
Across all classifiers, MLSD demonstrated notable
performance improvements for CTSD and CDSD
over existing models. On average, the performance
increased by 13.53% for FM → HC, 4.83% for FM
→ DT, 31.84% for ENT → HLT, 22.92% for HLT
→ ENT, 7.10% for LA → FM, 5.28% for FM →



LA → FM FM → LA
Model Standard Training Random Selection MLSD Standard Training Random Selection MLSD
BiCond 36.63% 31.84% 43.3% 35.13% 30.94% 42.67%
BiLSTM 35.99% 33.03% 42.2% 38.73% 29.69% 39.98%
CrossNet 35.18% 37.01% 41.61% 38.69% 37.8% 39.72%
Roberta 28.79% 30.56% 32.15% 27.88% 28.47% 30.95%

TAN 35.68% 35.77% 39.96% 36% 35.54% 38.89%
TextCNN 26.69% 30.07% 42.38% 26.16% 32.5% 42.11%

Table 5: CTSD performance (macro-average F1-score), averaged across five seeds and 5, 10, and 15-shot settings,
with S → D indicating source and destination targets. The improvement in performance using MLSD over random
selection is statistically significant, with p < 0.05 for both LA → FM and FM → LA, based on a paired t-test.

HC → DT DT → HC
Model Standard Training Random Selection MLSD Standard Training Random Selection MLSD
BiCond 36.35% 31.78% 42.59% 36.7% 30.44% 43.04%
BiLSTM 38.53% 30.77% 40.64% 38.15% 31.17% 41.46%
CrossNet 35.09% 37.39% 40.47% 34.98% 36.17% 40.84%
Roberta 29.21% 30.07% 31.58% 29.53% 30.28% 31.71%

TAN 36.41% 35.14% 37.79% 35.01% 35.19% 38.91%
TextCNN 26.79% 30.77% 41.82% 26.25% 30.41% 41.73%

Table 6: CTSD performance (macro-average F1-score), averaged across five seeds and 5, 10, and 15-shot settings,
with S → D indicating source and destination targets. The improvement in performance using MLSD over random
selection is statistically significant, with p < 0.05 for both HC → DT and DT → HC, based on a paired t-test.

FM → HC FM → DT
Model Standard Training Random Selection MLSD Standard Training Random Selection MLSD
BiCond 28.51% 35.67% 44.84% 34 28.35 40.71%
BiLSTM 33.45% 27.01% 47.86% 34.86% 29.19% 35.02%
CrossNet 30.05% 30.57% 45.6% 32.08% 29.66% 38.27%
Roberta 29.2% 32.85% 34.62% 31.76% 31.25% 34.28%

TAN 33.37% 32.93% 42.76% 36.34% 32.23% 36.75%
TextCNN 22.25% 28.63% 42.35% 23.79% 28.35% 36.79%

Table 7: CDSD performance (macro-average F1-score), averaged across five seeds and 5, 10, and 15-shot settings,
with S → D indicating source and destination targets. The improvement in performance using MLSD over random
selection is statistically significant, with p < 0.05 for both FM → HC and FM → DT, based on a paired t-test.

ENT → HLT HLT → ENT
Model Standard Training Random Selection MLSD Standard Training Random Selection MLSD
BiCond 29.84% 22.36% 71.92% 36.46% 28.55% 68.92%
BiLSTM 31.43% 34.19% 71.51% 35.8% 30.95% 68.49%
CrossNet 36.13% 39.3% 70.79% 33.71% 33.29% 67.89%
Roberta 21.51% 24.26% 24.94% 20.67% 23.23% 24.06%

TAN 28.66% 32.87% 62.82% 34.63% 31.1% 62.91%
TextCNN 29.48% 27.81% 66.14% 30.82% 25.64% 60.31%

Table 8: CDSD performance (macro-average F1-score), averaged across five seeds and 5, 10, and 15-shot settings,
with S → D indicating source and destination targets. The improvement in performance using MLSD over random
selection is statistically significant, with p < 0.05 for both ENT → HLT and HLT → ENT, based on a paired t-test.

LA, 5.41% for HC → DT, and 6.17% for DT →
HC, with these values averaged across all classi-
fiers. These results shows that MLSD is highly ef-
fective in enhancing stance detection performance,
particularly in cross-domain scenarios where tradi-
tional methods often struggle.

6 Conclusion

This paper introduces MLSD, a novel approach to
few-shot learning for CTSD and CDSD. By uti-
lizing metric learning with triplet loss and hard
negative mining, MLSD identifies the most infor-

mative few-shot samples from a destination target
for refining a pre-trained model, significantly im-
proving model performance across multiple stance
detection models. Our experiments demonstrated
that MLSD consistently outperforms random selec-
tion in both cross-target and cross-domain settings,
achieving superior results even when the source
and destination targets are contextually dissimilar.

7 Limitations

The effectiveness of metric learning and triplet loss
relies heavily on the quality of the precomputed



embeddings, which may vary depending on the
pre-trained model used (e.g., BERT or RoBERTa).
While improvements in the underlying embeddings
could further enhance performance, they may also
introduce variability across different models.

Second, the process of hard negative mining adds
computational complexity, as it requires calculating
similarity scores for numerous candidate pairs, par-
ticularly in large datasets. This increases training
time, especially as the number of candidates grows.
While we limit the number of triplets per anchor to
mitigate overfitting, the selection of this number is
somewhat heuristic and may require further tuning
to generalize across different datasets and tasks.

Finally, MLSD requires labeled few-shot sam-
ples from the destination target. Although our
method efficiently selects the most informative few-
shot examples, it still relies on the availability of
labeled data, which can be scarce or expensive to
obtain in certain real-world scenarios.

8 Ethical Impact Statement

This research introduces a metric learning-based
few-shot approach (MLSD) for improving stance
detection across targets and domains. While ef-
fective, it raises ethical considerations, particularly
the risk of bias amplification. If training data lacks
diversity, the model could reinforce existing bi-
ases, leading to unfair outcomes. To counteract
this, we prioritize balanced and diverse datasets
to ensure broad representation. The application of
stance detection in sensitive areas, such as politics
or healthcare, also presents risks, including opinion
monitoring and automated censorship. It is crucial
that the technology is deployed transparently and
responsibly to avoid misuse. Lastly, by leveraging
few-shot learning, MLSD reduces reliance on large
datasets, promoting a more sustainable approach to
stance detection.
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