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Through the Looking Glass: A Dual Perspective on

Weakly-Supervised Few-Shot Segmentation
Jiaqi Ma, Guo-Sen Xie, Fang Zhao, and Zechao Li, Senior Member, IEEE

Abstract—Meta-learning aims to uniformly sample homoge-
neous support-query pairs, characterized by the same categories
and similar attributes, and extract useful inductive biases through
identical network architectures. However, this identical network
design results in over-semantic homogenization. To address this,
we propose a novel homologous but heterogeneous network. By
treating support-query pairs as dual perspectives, we introduce
heterogeneous visual aggregation (HA) modules to enhance
complementarity while preserving semantic commonality. To
further reduce semantic noise and amplify the uniqueness of
heterogeneous semantics, we design a heterogeneous transfer
(HT) module. Finally, we propose heterogeneous CLIP (HC)
textual information to enhance the generalization capability of
multimodal models. In the weakly-supervised few-shot semantic
segmentation (WFSS) task, with only 1/24 of the parameters
of existing state-of-the-art models, TLG achieves a 13.2% im-
provement on Pascal-5i and a 9.7% improvement on COCO-
20i. To the best of our knowledge, TLG is also the first weakly
supervised (image-level) model that outperforms fully supervised
(pixel-level) models under the same backbone architectures. The
code is available at https://github.com/jarch-ma/TLG.

Index Terms—Weakly-Supervised, Few-Shot, Segmentation,
Meta learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

THe Meta-learning, owing to its strong adaptability, has
attracted considerable attention for effectively addressing

challenges such as data scarcity and long-tailed distributions
in real-world tasks [1]–[3]. The field has been extensively
studied, leading to the emergence of various methods, such
as similarity-based metric learning and prototype-based class-
agnostic induction approaches [4]–[7]. However, these meth-
ods fail to fully exploit the potential of meta-learning, as they
employ identical network architectures for both the support
and query branches, thereby overlooking their inherent seman-
tic complementarity.

Inspired by the concept of homologous but heterogeneous
traits in biological evolution [8], we observe that the meta-
learning paradigm inherently exhibits homogeneity. Specifi-
cally, during data collection, it employs support-query pairs
sharing same categories and similar attributes. This process
parallels the role of homology in biological evolution, where
structural or genetic similarities drive the adaptation of specific
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0In data collection, homogeneity refers to the same category and similar

attributes (support-query pairs). While in network design, it implies identical
architectures for these pairs.

Fig. 1: (a) Traditional homogeneous network. Support-query
pairs of the same category extract similar features and use
identical architectures (Projection in the same semantic map-
ping space), resulting in over-homogenization of semantic
features and limiting model performance. (b) Heterogeneous
network. Support-query pairs extract distinct features and
adopt different design patterns (Projection in the different
semantic mapping space), enhancing semantic richness from
multiple perspectives and promoting heterogeneous comple-
mentarity to improve model performance.

functions. Therefore, compared to traditional neural networks,
meta-learning inherently offers greater potential to capture
richer semantics of target categories. However, as with the
aforementioned approaches, current mainstream meta-learning
methods have largely overlooked this advantage. As shown
in Figure 1 (a), current meta-learning methods still adopt
the same training paradigm as traditional neural networks for
support-query homologous pairs, utilizing identical network
architectures and semantic embedding spaces. This leads the
model to overemphasize shared attributes of target categories,
such as distinctive ‘head’ features, thereby reinforcing over-
homogenization. To bridge this gap, as illustrated in Figure
1 (b), we treat the support and query branches as mutually
mapped, complementary semantic embedding spaces. Through
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the Looking Glass, 1 we propose a novel homogeneous but
heterogeneous network based on a dual-perspective approach,
named TLG. By mapping support-query pairs through dis-
tinct heterogeneous embedding spaces, TLG captures richer
semantic features, unlocking the full potential of meta-learning
models.

As shown in Figure 2, TLG consists of three parts: (1)
Heterogeneous Aggregation (HA) module. Support and query
obtain semantic embeddings from the same but slightly dif-
ferent layers of the backbone, respectively, to enhance het-
erogeneous complementarity. The correlations between their
semantic embedding spaces are then captured, and heteroge-
neous aggregation maximizes the richness of heterogeneous
semantics while preserving semantic commonality. (2) Hetero-
geneous Transfer module. Due to the aggregation of diverse
heterogeneous information, noise is inevitably introduced into
the semantic embeddings, affecting the accurate induction
of target feature biases. The Heterogeneous Transfer (HT)
module can optimize the feature distribution in the semantic
embedding space to reduce interference. (3) Heterogeneous
clip (HC) module. Purely visual heterogeneous information
significantly enhances the semantic representation ability of
meta-learning models, yet the generalization capability re-
mains limited. Therefore, we leverage the prior knowledge
from CLIP’s textual information to augment TLG’s multi-
modal representation with heterogeneous textual information,
thereby improving the model’s generalization performance.

Our insight can be encapsulated in the phrase: Segmentation
of the heterogeneous, by the heterogeneous, and for the
heterogeneous. Of refers to the segmentation of heterogeneous
elements, defined by their diversity and complementarity. By
indicates that the segmentation process is driven by heteroge-
neous feature embeddings. For signifies that the heterogeneous
is not only used in segmentation but also serves as a novel
design paradigm, advancing the development of meta-learning.
To sum up, our contributions can be listed as:

• We have identified the issue of homogeneity in the meta-
learning paradigm and propose a novel homogenous but
heterogeneous network design paradigm.

• To validate the effectiveness of the homogenous but
heterogeneous network, we propose a multimodal-based
visual Heterogeneous Aggregation (HA) Module and
Heterogeneous Transport (HT) Module, as well as a
Heterogeneous CLIP (HC) Module based on Clip textual
information.

• In the WFSS task, with only 1/24 of the parameters of
existing state-of-the-art models, TLG achieves a 13.2%
improvement on Pascal-5i and a 7.9% improvement on
COCO-20i.

• To the best of our knowledge, TLG is the first weakly-
supervised model (image-level labels) with the same
backbone to achieve superior performance compared to
existing fully-supervised (pixel-level labels) state-of-the-
art models.

1Inspired by the classic literary work [9], where mirrored and real worlds
oppose yet reflect each other, the metaphor parallels TLG’s design: heteroge-
neous branches sharing a homologous category.

II. RELATED WORKSS

A. Meta Learning

Traditional neural networks assume that training and test
data are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) [10]–
[12]. However, this assumption often deviates from real-world
scenarios, leading to significant performance degradation when
models encounter out-of-distribution domains [13]. Meta-
learning, or learning-to-learn, aims to improve the learning
algorithm itself by leveraging knowledge from similar or
related tasks, thus enabling generalization across multiple
domains [1], [14]–[16]. This paradigm offers new solutions to
address current challenges related to data and computational
bottlenecks, as well as generalization issues.

However, current meta-learning is still limited by homoge-
nized network design strategies, which constrain the potential
of model performance [17], [18]. Therefore, this paper pro-
poses a new heterogeneous meta-learning design paradigm,
aiming to overcome the limitations of existing meta-learning
models and better address the complexities of real-world
scenarios.

B. Heterogeneous Network

Heterogeneous refers to systems or populations that exhibit
uniformity at a macro level, yet contain inherent diversity at
a micro or individual level. This duality is often observed in
ecosystems, cellular networks, and genetic populations, where
shared traits or functions exist alongside diverse responses to
environmental pressures [8]. Correspondingly, in graph neural
networks, this heterogeneity is manifested as different types
of nodes and edges. Heterogeneous Graph Neural Networks
(HGNNs) can use special mechanisms to distinguish the rela-
tionships between different types of nodes and edges, thereby
enabling information propagation and learning in complex
graph data [19]. There are other heterogeneous network
related to meta-learning, such as HetMAML [20], which,
through the meta-learning paradigm, learns both task-specific
knowledge and globally shared knowledge when handling
heterogeneous task distributions (HTD).

However, these studies focus on specific heterogeneous task
distributions and merely adopt the meta-learning paradigm
without introducing fundamental innovations. In contrast, this
paper treats the support-query pairs during the data collection
phase as naturally homogeneous data with the same category
and similar attributes. In the network design phase, we apply
differentiated processing to the support and query to accom-
modate the heterogeneous network, thereby overcoming the
limitation of excessive homogeneity in the feature space of
meta-learning.

C. Weakly-Supervised Few-shot Segmentation

Weakly-supervised few-shot semantic segmentation (WFSS)
has garnered increasing attention in recent years due to its
alignment with the complex and diverse characteristics of
real-world application scenarios [21]. [22] were the first to
apply image-level labels to WFSS tasks, but these labels were
only used during the testing phase, making it an incom-
plete WFSS model. [23] reduced the distribution discrepancy
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Fig. 2: Overview of our TLG Framework. (1) Heterogeneous Aggregation (HA) module. To complement heterogeneous
semantics based on shared semantics, intra-layer heterogeneity is leveraged (e.g., using layer 3 for support and layer 0 for query
within the lower layers 0–3), along with inter-layer correlations. (2) Heterogeneous Transport (HT) module. The HA module
enhances contextual relevance through attention transport, while suppressing noise via optimal transport, and subsequently
enriches semantic diversity with heterogeneous residuals. (3) Heterogeneous CLIP (HC) module. By incorporating multimodal
heterogeneous CLIP text information, the robustness of TLG is enhanced.

between visual and textual modalities by leveraging multi-
modal interaction information. [24] determined the similar-
ity between labels by measuring the distance between their
word embeddings, but the accuracy remains limited. [25] im-
proved object-level representations by aggregating local object
features. IMR-HSNet [26] first introduced the large visual-
language model CLIP, refining pseudo-masks through iterative
interactions between support and query images. MIAPNet
[27] proposes a unified zero-shot and few-shot segmentation
model, which significantly improves performance by learning
context vectors through batch aggregation. Recently, AFANet
[28] transformed image RGB information into frequency do-
main distributions, incorporating more semantic information,
and proposed an online-learning CLIP adapter, significantly
boosting WFSS performance. However, the model has a large
number of parameters and high training costs. In contrast, TLG
employs a heterogeneous network structure, achieving supe-
rior performance with only 1/24 of the trainable parameters
compared to AFANet.

III. METHODOLOGY

A. Overview

The core idea of TLG is seeking common ground while
preserving differences in support-query pairs to address feature
space homogeneity during meta-learning, thereby enhanc-
ing the generalization of the model. As shown in Fig. 2,
we developed three core modules based on a visual and
textual multimodal scenario to validate the generalizabil-
ity of the homogeneous-heterogeneous network design con-
cept. These modules include: (1) Heterogeneous Aggregation
(HA) module, which is designed for visual scenarios. It
extracts heterogeneous information to mitigate semantic over-
homogenization while simultaneously reducing model parame-
ters and enhancing semantic complementarity. (2) The Hetero-
geneous Transport (HT) module, which establishes contextual

correlations through an attention mechanism and mitigates
the noise arising from heterogeneous feature aggregation by
leveraging the Optimal Transport (OT) algorithm. (3) Hetero-
geneous CLIP (HC) module, which is specifically designed
for textual scenarios. It establishes semantic associations be-
tween fine-grained foreground and co-occurring background
elements to fully exploit the prior knowledge of CLIP, thereby
enhancing the generalization capability of TLG.

B. Preliminary

In this study, we adopt a common meta-learning paradigm
for 1-way K-shot weakly supervised semantic segmentation.
The standard approach is to construct a base dataset Dbase
and a novel dataset Dnovel, where Dbase ∩ Dnovel = ϕ.
Dnovel consists of seen classes and is further partitioned into a
support set S and query set Q for meta-training across multiple
episodes, while dataset Dnovel is used to assess the model’s
ability to generalize to unseen classes. It is defined as:

S =
{(

Iks ,M
k
s

)}K
k=1

, Q = {(Iq,Mq)}. (1)

Here, Iks ∈ RC×H×W and Mk
s ∈ RH×W represent the input

images and their corresponding binary masks, respectively.
However, in the WFSS setting, ground truth masks Mk

s are
unavailable, with only image-level labels provided. Thus, the
primary task is to generate pseudo-masks M̃k

s and M̃q for the
support S and query Q, respectively, using class activation
maps (CAMs) [29].

M̃k
s =

relu(tkiW
k
s )

max(relu(tkiW k
s ))

, (2)

where, tki denotes the class features extracted by the CLIP
text encoder, while W k

s denotes the embedding weights cor-
responding to given support image Iks . In this task, k ∈ {1, 5}
denotes the shot setting in meta-learning.



JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 14, NO. 8, AUGUST 2021 4

Fig. 3: The HC module comprises three CLIP text encoders. From top to bottom, the coarse-grained foreground and background
encoders suppress irrelevant background interference through maximum likelihood category matching. They then complement
the fine-grained encoder and visual semantics to achieve multimodal heterogeneous information integration.

C. Heterogeneous Aggregation (HA)

AFANet extracts cross-granularity prior information from
the backbone to enhance model representation. However, this
cross-granularity standard is still limited to a homogenized
feature space, where support and query share the same feature
granularity. Here, we introduce a heterogeneous information
extraction approach. As shown in Figure 2, given the input
image support Is ∈ R3×H×W and query Iq ∈ R3×H×W ,
we follow the cross-granularity feature extraction method by
extracting semantic embeddings from the backbone’s low,
middle, and high layers, respectively. To enhance the hetero-
geneity of semantic information and improve feature space
complementarity, support is extracted from layers 3, 9, and 12,
while query is extracted from layers 0, 4 and 10, respectively.
This process can be described as:

fL
s , f

L
q = Fθ(Xs, Xq), L ∈ {low,middle, high}, (3)

where Fθ denotes the heterogeneous feature extraction pro-
cess, while fL

s ∈ Rch×H×W and fL
q ∈ Rch×H×W encapsulate

heterogeneous information from the low, middle, and high
layers, where Llow ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}, Lmiddle ∈ {4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9},
and Lhigh ∈ {10, 11, 12}.

After feature extraction, to achieve effective heterogeneous
information aggregation, the support and query images must
be aligned. During this process, the channel depth of the
heterogeneous information in the low, middle, and high layers
is reduced by a scaling factor of 1/2α, where α ∈ 4, 2, 1,
while the corresponding spatial dimensions are upsampled to
a fixed size, as follows:

f
′

s,q = proj(fL
s , f

L
q ), L ∈ {low}, (4)

f
′

s,q = upsample(proj(fL
s , f

L
q )), L ∈ {middle, high}, (5)

f
′′

s,q =

L∑
l=1

f
′

s,q, L ∈ {low,middle, high}, (6)

where, proj denotes spatial depth adjustment using a 1x1
convolution kernel, while upsample refers to bilinear inter-
polation, with spatial dimensions uniformly fixed at (50, 50).
f

′′

s,qrepresents the preliminary heterogeneous aggregation. To
standardize the notation, let f

′

s,q denote the union of f
′

s and
f

′

q , with f
′′

s,q defined analogously.
The purpose of heterogeneity is complementarity, not differ-

entiation, so it is also important to aggregate the commonalities
between the semantic spaces by

As = Concat(f
′′
s + Init,Corr(f

′
s)), (7)

Aq = Concat(f
′′
q ,Corr(f

′
q)). (8)

Init represents a Gaussian-distributed initial value, denoted
as QUERY. Corr is a 4D convolution [30] used to capture
multi-layer correlations.

D. Heterogeneous Transport (HT)

After the HA module, the semantic features complement
each other with heterogeneous information while retaining
commonalities. However, this inevitably introduces some se-
mantic noise, leading to redundancy. Therefore, the HT mod-
ule utilizes cross-attention [36] to transform CNN convolu-
tional features into attention, endowing them with contextual
awareness to highlight the semantics of interest.

Ãs,q = Softmax

(
A

′′

s,qW (A
′

s,q)
T

√
dk

)
A

′

s,qW (9)

The feature A
′

s,q ∈ Rch×HW denotes the aggregated feature
after flattening, while A

′′

s,q ∈ Rch×HW represents the attention
weights learned by A

′

s,q ∈ Rch×HW through self-attention,
where W denotes the learnable weights.

Thus, the attention mechanism can more clearly distinguish
the semantics of the target object from noise interference [37],
[38]. To effectively remove semantic noise, TLG models this
problem as an optimal transport (OT) problem. Concretely,
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TABLE I: Comparisons of regular and weakly-supervised few-shot semantic segmentation methods on Pascal-5i. P and I
denote pixel-level labels and image-level labels, respectively. The red and blue colors respectively represent the optimal and
suboptimal results. ↑ represents the value of improvement from the SOTA model (AFANet).

Backbone Methods A. Type
1-shot 5-shot

50 51 52 53 Mean 50 51 52 53 Mean

VGG16

HDMNet [31] P 64.8 71.4 67.7 56.4 65.1 68.1 73.1 71.8 64.0 69.3
PFENet++ [5] P 59.2 69.6 66.8 60.7 64.1 64.3 72.0 70.0 62.7 67.3
DRNet [32] P 65.4 66.2 54.2 53.8 59.9 68.9 68.2 64.6 57.1 64.7

Pix-MetaNet) [24] I 36.5 51.7 45.9 35.6 42.4 - - - - -
IMR-HSNet [26] I 58.2 63.9 52.9 51.2 56.5 60.5 65.3 55 51.7 58.1
AFANet [28] I 64.1 65.9 59.2 56.9 61.5 66.3 68.7 61.6 59.7 64.1
TLG (Ours) I 72.5 81.5 77.5 72.8 76.1↑14.6 73.0 82.4 78.1 73.7 76.8↑12.7

Resnet50

HDMNet [31] P 71.0 75.4 68.9 62.1 69.4 71.3 76.2 71.3 68.5 71.8
PFENet++ [5] P 60.6 70.3 65.6 60.3 64.2 65.2 73.6 74.1 65.3 69.6
DRNet [32] P 66.1 68.8 61.3 58.2 63.6 69.2 73.9 65.4 65.3 68.5
PGMA-Net [33] P 73.4 80.8 70.5 71.7 74.1 74.0 81.5 71.9 73.3 75.2
VRP-SAM [34] P 73.9 78.3 70.6 65.0 71.9 - - - - -

Siam et al. [23] I 49.5 65.5 50.0 49.2 53.5 - - - - -
Zhang et al. [35] I 56.9 62.5 60.3 49.9 57.4 - - - - -
IMR-HSNet [26] I 62.6 69.1 56.1 56.7 61.0 63.6 69.6 56.3 57.4 61.8
MIAPnet [27] I 41.7 51.3 42.2 41.8 44.2 - - - - -
AFANet [28] I 65.7 68.5 60.6 61.5 64.0 69.0 70.4 61.3 64.0 66.2
TLG (Ours) I 75.4 81.8 77.4 74.0 77.2↑13.2 75.9 82.6 77.7 75.3 77.9↑11.7

we apply the Sinkhorn algorithm [39] to achieve optimal
pixel assignment by minimizing the transport cost, effectively
removing noisy features. The optimization formula can be
represented as:

OTs,q = min
τ∈γ

∑
i,j

τ(i, j)(1− Cf
s,q(i, j))−

1

λ
H(τ), (10)

H(τ) = −
∑
i,j

τ(i, j) log τ(i, j), (11)

where, Cf
s,q(i, j) ∈ RH×W denotes the heterogeneous fore-

ground attention, obtained by thresholding (> 0) the heteroge-
neous features aggregated in the HA module, where the fore-
ground attention approximately represents the similarity be-
tween foreground regions. The transport cost matrix is defined
as (1− Cf

s,q(i, j)), such that higher similarity corresponds to
lower cost, encouraging alignment of semantically consistent
regions. In contrast, higher costs indicate low-similarity areas,
regarded as noise attention and excluded during optimization.
Here, (i, j) denote spatial coordinates, and H(τ) is the entropy
regularization term that stabilizes the solution and improves
distribution.

Due to the OT transport, the attention mechanism focuses
more on salient features and often neglects boundary features.
To address this, we introduce heterogeneous residuals (HR),
which extract 1/3 of the original input features and aim to
maximize the difference between the inputs.

OT
′
s = OTs +AvgPool(Select(f

′
s)), (12)

OT
′
q = OTq +MaxPool(Select(f

′
q)). (13)

Select denotes the selection of a single layer from the low,
mid, and high layers. In this case, the support selects features
from the 9th layer, while the query selects features from the 4th
layer. To enhance heterogeneous representation, the support
uses average pooling to capture edges and prominent local
features in the image, while the query uses max pooling to
focus on global features.

E. Heterogeneous CLIP (HC)

Purely visual information may struggle to capture diverse
semantic details, particularly in complex scenes and am-
biguous backgrounds. In this section, we incorporate multi-
modal CLIP textual heterogeneous information to improve the
model’s robustness and generalization ability.

In this study, we utilize CLIP text prompts and pseudo
masks based on CLIP-ES [40]. However, CLIP-ES’s back-
ground prompts are not specifically associated with foreground
categories, instead mapping all background semantic priors
to a common space, leading to association ambiguity. For
instance, when the foreground category is cat, background
prompts like sky and ocean make it difficult for the model
to effectively distinguish the foreground and background.

To bridge this gap, as shown in Figure 3, we propose the
maximum matching CLIP prompt. Specifically, we first rank
the foreground categories and then retrieve the co-occurring
backgrounds based on these. In this process, we use ChatGPT
to obtain the two backgrounds most likely associated with
each foreground, for example, ‘bird’ with ‘tree’ and ‘sky’.
Additionally, to enhance the heterogeneous information in the
CLIP text priors, we introduce fine-grained prompts tailored
to foreground attributes, such as ‘aeroplane with wings’, ‘bird
with feathers’. This approach facilitates more precise modeling
of foreground characteristics, thereby improving the alignment
between textual and visual features. Finally, to enhance the
generalization capability of TLG, we adopt a heterogeneous
architectural approach for the online CLIP Adapter in AFANet,
which can be expressed as:

Ms = Adapter(T
′

s, T gain), (14)

Mq = Adapter(T
′

q , Concat(T fg, T bg)). (15)

Ms,q ∈ Rch×H×W denotes the multimodal information ob-
tained after merging visual and textual semantics. T gain ∈
RCN×hw is fine-grained textual information. Where, CN = N



JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 14, NO. 8, AUGUST 2021 6

TABLE II: Comparisons of regular and weakly-supervised few-shot semantic segmentation methods on COCO-20i. P and I
denote pixel-level labels and image-level labels, respectively. The red and blue colors respectively represent the optimal and
suboptimal results. ↑ represents the value of improvement from the SOTA model (AFANet).

Backbone Methods A. Type
1-shot 5-shot

50 51 52 53 Mean 50 51 52 53 Mean

VGG16

HDMNet [31] P 40.7 50.6 48.2 44.0 45.9 47.0 56.5 54.1 51.9 52.4
PFENet++ [5] P 38.6 43.1 40.0 39.5 40.3 38.9 46.0 44.2 44.1 43.3
DRNet [32] P 33.5 33.4 32.1 34.2 33.3 43.1 46.8 40.9 40.9 42.9

IMR-HSNet [26] I 34.9 38.8 37.0 40.1 37.7 34.8 41.0 37.2 39.7 38.2
AFANet [28] I 38.3 42.5 42.9 41.5 41.3 37.9 42.7 40.6 43.1 41.1
TLG (Ours) I 46.7 55.4 51.0 50.2 50.8↑9.5 46.8 55.0 50.8 49.1 50.4↑9.3

Resnet50

HDMNet [31] P 43.8 55.3 51.6 49.4 50.0 50.6 61.6 55.7 56.0 56.0
PFENet++ [5] P 40.9 44.8 39.7 38.8 41.0 45.7 52.4 49.1 47.2 48.6
DRNet [32] P 42.1 42.8 42.7 41.3 42.2 47.7 51.7 47.0 49.3 49.0
VRP-SAM [34] P 48.1 55.8 60.0 51.6 53.9 - - - - -

Siam et al. [23] I - - - - 15.0 - - - - 15.6
Zhang et al. [35] I 33.3 32.0 29.2 29.2 30.9 - - - - -
IMR-HSNet [26] I 39.5 43.8 42.4 44.1 42.4 40.7 46.0 45.0 46.0 44.4
MIAPnet [27] I 34.9 23.4 12.4 18.3 22.2 - - - - -
AFANet [28] I 40.2 45.1 44.0 45.1 43.6 41.0 49.5 43.0 46.9 45.1
TLG (Ours) I 47.7 56.3 51.3 50.8 51.5↑7.9 47.7 56.6 51.0 51.1 51.6↑6.5

represents the number of categories, either Pascal-5i (N=20)
or COCO-20i (N=80). T fg ∈ RCN×hw and T bg ∈ RCN×hw

represent the foreground and background textual information,
respectively.

F. Loss Function

In this study, TLG utilizes Binary Cross-Entropy (BCE) loss
to optimize the pixel-wise discrepancy between the predicted
results and pseudo-labels, thereby enhancing the accuracy and
stability of the segmentation model. To further strengthen the
heterogeneous difference between support and query, different
hyperparameters are employed to optimize the impact of the
loss. Therefore, the total loss of TLG is:

LBCE = −
C∑

i=1

yi log (pi) , (16)

Lall = α · LBCE(M̂s, M̃s) + β · LBCE(M̂q, M̃q). (17)

Where, LBCE denotes the Binary Cross-Entropy loss, C is the
number of classes, yi represents the pseudo-label classes, and
pi is the predicted probabilities. M̂s,q and M̃s,q correspond to
the pseudo-mask and predicted mask, respectively. α and β
are hyperparameters.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Datasets

To evaluate the segmentation and generalization perfor-
mance of TLG, we conducted extensive experiments under
a weakly-supervised few-shot setting on the Pascal-5i and
COCO-20i datasets, using image-level labels for all datasets.
Specifically, the datasets were divided into four folds, with
three folds used for training and one fold for testing. Notably,
each fold of Pascal-5i contains four categories, whereas, due
to the large size of COCO-20i, each fold contains twenty
categories.

B. Implementation Details

To ensure a fair comparison, we follow the standard WFSS
setup, setting all image sizes to 400×400 and using VGG16
and ResNet50 as feature extraction backbones. In the exper-
iments, we uniformly apply the AdamW optimizer with a
weight decay coefficient of 1e-4, training for 80 epochs. The
difference lies in the training configurations: for Pascal-5i, the
batch size is 16 with a learning rate of 4e-4, while for COCO-
20i, the batch size is 32 with a learning rate of 1e-4. During
5-shot testing, we randomly sample 1000 episodes for meta-
testing on Pascal-5i. Due to the large size of COCO-20i, 1000
episodes are insufficient to accurately assess the robustness
of TLG, so we adopt a more rigorous meta-learning training-
validation strategy. All experiments are conducted with two
RTX 3090 GPUs.

C. Comparison with State-of-the-art

In this section, we quantitatively and qualitatively compare
TLG with the current state-of-the-art WFSS and FSS models
under the same task settings.
Pascal− 5i. As shown in Table I, we compare the perfor-

mance of TLG with current SOTA models under 1-shot and
5-shot settings, using ResNet50 and VGG16 as backbones.
It is clearly observed that TLG demonstrates overwhelming
performance advantages, regardless of the backbone or shot
settings. With VGG16 as the backbone, TLG achieves a 4-
fold average mIoU of 76.1 in the 1-shot setting, outperforming
the current SOTA model AFANet by a significant margin of
14.6%. In the 5-shot setting, the performance reaches 76.8,
outperforming AFANet by 12.7%. When using ResNet50 as
the backbone, TLG achieves the highest performance, with
mIoU scores of 77.2 and 77.9 in the 1-shot and 5-shot settings,
respectively.
COCO− 20i. As shown in Table II, on the challenging

COCO-20i dataset, which contains a large number of complex
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Fig. 4: Qualitative Visualization Analysis: Visualizing Segmentation Results under a 1-Shot Setting on the Pascal-5i and COCO-
20i Datasets.

scenes and diverse object categories, TLG consistently out-
performs the current state-of-the-art models across different
backbone and shot settings. With VGG16 as the backbone,
TLG achieves mIoU scores of 50.8 (9.5% improvement) and
50.4 (9.3% improvement) under the 1-shot and 5-shot settings,
respectively, showing substantial gains. With ResNet50, TLG
attains its best performance, reaching 51.5 and 51.6 mIoU in
the 1-shot and 5-shot settings, respectively.

TABLE III: Ablation study on various modules of TLG.
The first row represents using only homogeneous features
extracted by Backbone ResNet50. Following the same settings
as AFANet [28], we set the support and query to layers 3, 9,
and 12.

HA HT HC 50 51 52 53 Mean

68.5 75.4 56.4 65.3 66.4
✓ 73.2 78.4 71.3 73.7 74.2↑7.8

✓ ✓ 74.3 81.9 74.1 74.2 76.1↑1.9

✓ ✓ 74.5 81.1 76.7 73.9 76.6↑2.4

✓ ✓ ✓ 75.4 81.8 77.4 74.0 77.2↑10.8

Here, ↑ indicates the improvement over using only the backbone,
while ↑ denotes the respective performance gains of the HT and
HC modules compared with the HA module.

D. Heterogeneous layer selection strategy

In this section, we explore the strategy for selecting het-
erogeneous features. As shown in Table IV, we first used
the fully connected features from layers 0 to 12 of both the
support and query as the base, achieving an IoU of 74.8.
Subsequently, we optimized the model using heterogeneous
features. When the support features were derived from layers
0, 4, 10 and the query features from layers 3, 9, 12, the IoU
slightly decreased to 74.7. Notably, the features used in this
setup accounted for only one-fourth of the fully connected
features. However, the performance of TLG remained largely
unchanged, which further indicates that homogeneous features
lead to excessive semantic homogenization, thereby affecting
the model’s performance.

TABLE IV: Ablation study on heterogeneous support and
query layers. The backbone and dataset are ResNet50 and
Pascal-5i, respectively.

Support layers Query layers IOU

0-12 0-12 74.8
0, 4, 10 3, 9, 12 74.7
3, 9, 12 0, 4, 10 75.4
3, 9, 12 2, 7, 11 75.0

Note, 0–12 denotes the fully connected layer.

Conversely, when the roles are reversed—support features
drawn from 3, 9, 12 and query features from 0, 4, 10—the IoU
reaches its peak at 75.2. This indicates that high-level features,
with their larger receptive fields, are more suitable as support
features to provide semantic guidance, whereas low-level fea-
tures, retaining finer-grained details, are better suited as query
features for precise localization. Based on this intuition, we
argue that the core of heterogeneous features lies in maximiz-
ing the differentiation between support and query features. For
comparison, when the disparity is reduced—keeping support
features at 3, 9, 12 but using intermediate layers 2, 7, 11 for
queries—the IoU drops to 75.0. This trend is consistent with
the heterogeneous feature visualizations in Figure 9 and Figure
10: when support and query features originate from adjacent
layers, semantic redundancy may arise, whereas greater layer
disparity enhances heterogeneity and complementarity, thereby
improving model performance.

E. Quantitative ablation analysis

In this subsection, we present a detailed analysis of the
various modules of TLG on the Pascal-5i dataset.

Effects of different modules. As demonstrated in Table
III, TLG exhibits progressive performance gains in ablation
studies across heterogeneous modules. With the HA module
alone, TLG fuses heterogeneous information to mitigate ex-
cessive homogeneity and achieve semantic complementarity,
attaining a mean mIoU of 74.2%. The subsequent introduc-
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TABLE V: Model comparison with computational metrics

Model Backbone Learnable Param Total Param FLOPs (1-shot) FLOPs (5-shot) Inference Latency
(1-shot)

Inference Latency
(5-shot)

AFANet (baseline) ResNet50 113.40 136.96 139.36 696.82 73.21 350.82
VGG16 112.87 127.58 202.64 1013.00 57.92 289.57

TLG (ours) ResNet50 4.47 28.03 41.25 206.24 36.72 174.38
VGG16 3.94 18.66 134.36 671.79 32.24 158.85

Note: Param is measured in M, FLOPs in G, and Inference Latency in ms.

tion of the HT module strengthens contextual correlations
through attention mechanisms, accentuates shared features
across homogeneous sources, and eliminates noisy semantics
via optimal transport theory, yielding a 1.9% performance
improvement. We also evaluated adding the HC module indi-
vidually after the HA module. This configuration benefits from
CLIP’s textual priors and the maximal matching mechanism
between heterogeneous foreground and co-occurring back-
ground, achieving a 2.4% improvement. Ultimately, integrating
all modules allows the multimodal heterogeneous information
to enhance TLG’s complex scene understanding via semantic
complementarity in visual and textual spaces. This integration
achieves a 10.8% improvement over the backbone.

F o l d 0 F o l d 1 F o l d 2 F o l d 3 M e a n
6 5
7 0
7 5
8 0
8 5

L o w l a y e r

M i d l a y e r

H i g l a y e r

H e t e r o g e n e o u s l a y e r

7 4 . 4
8 2 . 2 7 6 . 8

7 6 . 9
7 6 . 7

7 4 . 6

7 4 . 8
7 5 . 2

8 2 . 0
8 1 . 8

8 2 . 1

7 7 . 3

7 7 . 4
7 6 . 7

7 7 . 1

7 3 . 4

7 3 . 4

7 3 . 5
7 4 . 4 7 7 . 2

Fig. 5: Ablation study between homogeneous and heteroge-
neous features.

Effects of heterogeneous layers. As shown in Figure 5,
we analyzed the heterogeneous information extracted from
different layers of the HA module. The pyramid ResNet50
backbone consists of 0–12 layers, categorized into three fine-
grained levels based on feature channel depth and semantic
spatial scale: layers 0–3, 4–9, and 10–12. For instance, layer
0 is a low layer relative to layer 3, and so forth. The semantic
granularity extracted at each layer serves as the heterogeneous
semantic feature.

In this ablation study, we first compare the extraction
of homogeneous information from identical layers for both
support and query. For example, both support and query extract
features from layers 3, 9, and 12, or from layers 0, 4, and 10.
The model’s performance shows minimal change, attributed to
the excessive similarity of semantic features between them. In
contrast, the heterogeneous ablation experiments adopt a dual-
branch perspective strategy. Specifically, support and query
extract layers 3, 9 and 12, and layers 0, 4 and 10, respectively.

While support’s layer 3 and query’s layer 0 belong to the same
fine-grained level, providing common ground, the slight differ-
ences in granularity enhance the focus on distinct semantic fea-
tures, fostering differentiation. The visual differences can be
found in Figure 10. This complementary interaction between
heterogeneous support-query pairs significantly improves the
generalization capability of the TLG model.

7 4 . 7
7 4 . 8
7 4 . 9
7 5 . 0
7 5 . 1
7 5 . 2
7 5 . 3
7 5 . 4

1 . 4 : 0 . 6

1 : 0 . 6

1 . 4 : 1

1 : 1     I O U
R a t i o n :  � � � � �  

Fig. 6: Ablation study of loss function hyperparameters. α
and β are the hyperparameters for the support and query,
respectively.

F. Effects of different loss hyperparameters.

In the experiment, TLG computes losses for both the support
and query.To emphasize heterogeneity, hyperparameters α and
β are used for control. As illustrated in Figure 6, when both
α and β are set to 1, a balanced state is achieved, resulting in
a performance of 75.1. When α and β are set to 1, with one
hyperparameter adjusted to 0.6 or 1.4, the performance slightly
decreases to 75.0 and 74.8, respectively. However, when
the heterogeneous loss becomes complementary—specifically,
when α is 1.4 and β is 0.6 the performance reaches its peak
at 75.4.

G. Qualitative visualization analysis

TLG segmentation result visualization. In this section,
we conduct a qualitative analysis of TLG’s segmentation
performance by selecting four categories each from the Pascal-
5i and COCO-20i datasets (Figure 4), respectively. These
eight categories encompass a range of typical scenarios, from
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Fig. 7: Comparative Qualitative Visualization Analysis with State-of-the-Art Models: Visualizing Segmentation Results under
a 1-Shot Setting on the Pascal-5i Datasets. Each pair of columns corresponds to a fold in the meta-learning paradigm. The
yellow numbers in the bottom right denote the Intersection over Union (IoU) scores.

dynamic organisms to static objects, and from regular shapes
to complex textures, reflecting the diversity of semantic cate-
gories and structural features in real-world scenes. From left
to right, in the first and fourth columns, the objects are a
bird and a person (with bird interference). TLG accurately
distinguishes and segments them, effectively capturing their
semantic features. Similarly, in the third column (bus), sixth
column (broccoli), and eighth column (cow), the segmented
objects face challenges such as partial occlusion, similar
backgrounds, and object overlap. TLG successfully handles
these complexities, demonstrating its robustness in intricate
segmentation tasks.

Visualization comparison with SOTA methods. To rigor-
ously validate the robustness of TLG, we conducted com-
parative experiments with state-of-the-art models IMR-HSNet
[26] and AFANet [28] on representative segmentation tasks.
As illustrated in Fig. 7, for co-occurring categories like bird
(Column 1) and train (Column 7), conventional models er-
roneously segmented background elements (e.g., rails/water)
due to feature entanglement, whereas TLG achieved precise
semantic localization through heterogeneous feature decou-
pling. In boundary-ambiguous scenarios (Column 2, airplane),
Model A suffered from under-segmentation due to limited
receptive fields, while Model B exhibited over-segmentation
correlated with excessive parameters (see Fig. 10). TLG
attained boundary precision of 0.99 IoU via multi-modal
heterogeneous semantic comprehension. For partially visible

objects like sofa (Column 8), conventional models showed lim-
ited performance (IoU<0.4) under single-modal constraints,
whereas TLG achieved 0.98 IoU through cross-modal seman-
tic reasoning. These results demonstrate that by integrating
heterogeneous information, TLG not only enriches semantic
expression but also enhances the model’s semantic reasoning
ability, significantly improving segmentation accuracy and
robustness.

TLG qualitative ablation analysis. In this section, we
present a segmentation visualization ablation study on the
various modules of TLG. As shown in Figure 8, each column
sequentially illustrates the segmentation outcomes of different
module combinations. In the third column, the baseline model
(Backbone) employs only ResNet50 to extract homogeneous
features (using the AFANet framework), yielding a semantic
understanding at a coarse level and insufficient foreground-
background separation (mean IoU = 0.4). Upon integrating the
Heterogeneous Aggregation (HA) module, the model lever-
ages complementary heterogeneous features to significantly
improve foreground recognition accuracy (mean IoU = 0.9),
although the highlighted yellow regions in the fourth column
indicate localized over-segmentation. Further incorporation
of the Heterogeneous Transportation (HT) module—utilizing
a context-attention mechanism based on optimal transport
theory—effectively suppresses feature noise and enables state-
of-the-art boundary localization. Ultimately, by fusing prior
knowledge from the base model via the Heterogeneous CLIP
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Fig. 8: Ablation Study via Qualitative Visual Analysis: Visualizing Segmentation Results under a 1-Shot Setting on the Pascal-5i
fold 0 Datasets. From left to right, the first two columns illustrate the raw input image and its corresponding ground-truth mask.
“Backbone” denotes features extracted solely from ResNet-50 for segmentation visualization. “HA” refers to the Heterogeneous
Aggregation module, “HT” denotes the Heterogeneous Transport module, and “HC” represents the Heterogeneous CLIP module,
respectively. The yellow numbers in the top right denote the Intersection over Union (IoU) scores. The yellow circles highlight
regions of over-segmentation or under-segmentation.

(HC) module, TLG achieves hierarchical semantic enhance-
ment and precise reconstruction. Experimental results demon-
strate that the cascade optimization mechanism of ”hetero-
geneous aggregation—noise suppression—knowledge fusion”
collectively underpins TLG’s superior performance.

H. Heterogeneous feature visualization

As shown in Figure 9 and Figure 10, we visualize the feature
maps extracted by the backbone at different layers. Figures
7 and 8 illustrate the features of support and query images
across various layers. Layers 0–3 represent the low layer
features, layers 4–9 correspond to the middle layer features
, and layers 10–12 represent the high layer features. It can
be observed that the backbone’s lower layers focus more on
shallow features, such as the texture of target objects, while the
higher layers emphasize high-level semantic information. The
mid-level layers, serving as an intermediate representation,
strike a balance between these two extremes and are thus more
commonly utilized for model training.

Furthermore, it can be observed that even within the same
level (e.g., low, mid, or high layers), the semantic information
captured by individual layers exhibits subtle differences. In
meta-learning, extracting identical features from support and
query images and using the same network structure for training

can lead to network homogenization, increasing the risk of
overfitting or underfitting. To address this, TLG effectively
leverages heterogeneous information to capture richer seman-
tic representations, thereby enhancing the model’s robustness
and generalization performance.

I. Weakly vs. Fully-supervised

In this study, TLG utilizes the most challenging image-
level labels. Compared to pixel-level labels, image-level labels
only provide the overall category of each image, lacking
precise pixel-level location information. Therefore, this im-
poses higher demands on the model’s learning capability and
robustness. As shown in table I and II, TLG outperforms the
current state-of-the-art fully-supervised FSS models (with the
same backbone). For instance, on the Pascal-5i dataset, TLG
achieves a performance of 77.2, compared to VRP-SAM’s 71.9
and PGMA-Net’s 74.1. To the best of our knowledge, this is
the first time a weakly-supervised model has surpassed a fully-
supervised one. This demonstrates TLG’s ability to extract
latent information from image-level labels, emphasizing its
potential in few-shot semantic segmentation and the future of
weakly-supervised learning.
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Fig. 9: Visualization of heterogeneous features at different layers for support image. The first row corresponds to the low layer,
while the second and third rows represent the middle layer and high layer, respectively. Relevant content is omitted below.
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Fig. 10: Visualization of heterogeneous features at different layers for query image.

V. LIGHTWEIGHTING ANALYSIS

In this subsection, we conduct a comprehensive analysis of
the parameter counts and performance of existing models. The
learnable parameters for IMR-HSNet and AFANet are derived

from experimental replication, while for Siam et al., Zhang et
al., and MIAPnet, whose models are not open-source, we use
the average parameter count from our replication experiments
and TLG. The results demonstrate that TLG (4.47M) with
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Fig. 11: Analysis of the Lightweighting of Existing Models.
The color and size represent different parameter scales.

only 1/24 of the parameters of existing state-of-the-art model
AFANet (108.35M), TLG achieves a 13.2% improvement.

Furthermore, considering the potential for lightweight edge
deployment, we additionally evaluate inference-related met-
rics. As shown in Table V, we report the FLOPs and infer-
ence latency of TLG and the baseline model AFANet under
different backbone and shot settings. For instance, with the
ResNet50 backbone, TLG requires only 41.25G FLOPs for
one-shot inference (70.4% lower than AFANet’s 139.36G) and
206.24G for five-shot inference (70.4% lower than AFANet’s
696.82G). Comparable reductions are observed on VGG16.
In terms of latency, TLG achieves 36.72 ms for one-shot
inference (50% of AFANet’s 73.44 ms) and 174.38 ms for
five-shot inference (49.7% lower than AFANet’s 350.82 ms)
on ResNet50, with consistently lower latency also observed
on VGG16. This remarkable performance stems from the ho-
mology but heterogeneity network, which not only optimizes
the architecture to substantially reduce parameters, but also
enhances generalization through semantic complementarity.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this study, we observed that the support-query pairs
in meta-learning paradigms inherently exhibit homologous
characteristics of the same categories and similar attributes. To
address the issue of semantic over-homogenization caused by
applying identical network architectures to such homogeneous
data, we proposed a simple yet effective heterogeneous meta-
learning framework, TLG. Extensive experiments and rigor-
ous ablation studies across visual and linguistic multimodal
paradigms demonstrate TLG’s superior performance across
multiple datasets. To the best of our knowledge, TLG is the
first model to surpass fully supervised counterparts under
the same backbone using only weak supervision. Beyond
being a technical solution, TLG embodies a novel network
design philosophy. We sincerely anticipate that this concept
of heterogeneous architecture will inspire researchers and

practitioners in addressing challenges within complex, diverse
data ecosystems.
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