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Abstract

We introduce MOCHA (Multi-modal Objects-aware Cross-
arcHitecture Alignment), a knowledge distillation approach
that transfers region-level multimodal semantics from a large
vision-language teacher (e.g., LLaVa) into a lightweight
vision-only object detector student (e.g., YOLO). A transla-
tion module maps student features into a joint space, where
the training of the student and translator is guided by a dual-
objective loss that enforces both local alignment and global
relational consistency. Unlike prior approaches focused on
dense or global alignment, MOCHA operates at the object
level, enabling efficient transfer of semantics without modify-
ing the teacher or requiring textual input at inference. We val-
idate our method across four personalized detection bench-
marks under few-shot regimes. Results show consistent gains
over baselines, with a +10.1 average score improvement. De-
spite its compact architecture, MOCHA reaches performance
on par with larger multimodal models, proving its suitability
for real-world deployment.

1 Introduction
Recent advances in vision-language models (VLMs) such
as CLIP (Radford et al. 2021), Flamingo (Alayrac et al.
2022), and LLaVa (Liu et al. 2023a) have demonstrated re-
markable zero-shot and open-vocabulary capabilities, ow-
ing to their rich representations and scale. These mod-
els, however, are typically large and computationally inten-
sive, limiting their applicability in real-time or resource-
constrained scenarios such as mobile devices (e.g., smart-
phones or robots). In contrast, lightweight architectures such
as YOLO (Jocher, Chaurasia, and Qiu 2023) offer fast and
memory-efficient object detection, at the cost of degraded
performance in low-data regimes and vulnerability to neu-
ral collapse (Kothapalli 2022; Papyan, Han, and Donoho
2020), where features become indistinguishably aligned,
losing their discriminative power. In this work, we aim to
bridge this gap by proposing MOCHA, a knowledge dis-
tillation approach that transfers object-centric multimodal
embeddings from a vision-language teacher (e.g., LLaVa)
into a compact vision-only student detector. MOCHA ex-
ploits the property that semantically related concepts ex-
hibit similar structures in the embedding space across dif-
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Figure 1: MOCHA recipe. (1) Pretraining student model.
(2) Knowledge distillation on rich joint visual and textual
features from a frozen teacher. (3) Few-shot personalization
with frozen student and prototypical learner.

ferent modalities under a well-generalized backbone (Huh
et al. 2024; Girdhar et al. 2023; Camuffo, Michieli, and Mi-
lani 2023). By aligning and regularizing the student’s fea-
ture space, it shows improved generalization in few-shot
detection settings (Fig. 1). Our approach is built on three
stages that include (1) pretraining of a student model, (2)
knowledge distillation on rich joint visual and textual fea-
tures from a frozen teacher, and (3) few-shot personaliza-
tion with frozen student model and prototype-based classi-
fier (Snell, Swersky, and Zemel 2017). Our contribution lies
primarily in the knowledge distillation stage, where we in-
troduce: (i) extraction of rich joint visual-language represen-
tations conditioned on image regions and class labels from a
frozen teacher model; (ii) a translation module that maps stu-
dent features into the teacher’s multimodal space; and (iii) a
distillation objective combining local alignment with rela-
tional embedding regularization across regions. We validate
MOCHA on personal object detection datasets, where the
goal is to adapt a general detector to user-specific personal
classes (e.g., distinguishing a generic dog from a particu-
lar user’s dog). MOCHA achieves significant improvements
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over state-of-the-art methods while retaining minimal infer-
ence cost, making it practical for resource-constrained de-
ployments.

2 Related Work
Cross-Architecture Knowledge Distillation. Traditional
knowledge distillation methods (Romero et al. 2015; Zhang
et al. 2020; Passalis, Tzelepi, and Tefas 2020; Luo et al.
2019; Gou et al. 2024; Hao et al. 2022; Li et al. 2024;
Tu et al. 2025) typically assume that teacher and student
networks share similar architectures. The adoption of large
transformer-based models (Vaswani et al. 2017; Dosovit-
skiy 2020; Devlin et al. 2019; Liu et al. 2021) has raised
new challenges in transferring knowledge into efficient
CNNs, which offer better trade-offs for deployment. Recent
works (Liu et al. 2022; Hao et al. 2023) address this by pro-
jecting multi-scale features from teacher and student into a
shared space for supervision, echoing shortcut-based strate-
gies (Szegedy et al. 2014; Lee et al. 2014) to improve con-
vergence stability.

These methods primarily aim to improve performance on
the same task shared by teacher and student. In contrast, our
approach aligns more closely with AuXFT (Barbato et al.
2024b), which leverages teacher features to guide a student
on a related auxiliary task without degrading performance
on the original one. Specifically, AuXFT addresses few-
shot instance-level personalized object detection by inject-
ing high-level teacher features into a lightweight detector to
support prototype-based classification. Our method differs
in three ways: (i) we leverage multimodal supervision from
both visual and textual signals, unlike purely visual clues
used in prior art; (ii) we distill compact region-level embed-
dings rather than dense intermediate activations, improving
efficiency; and (iii) we explicitly regularize the embedding
space to encourage geometric and relational alignment be-
tween individual instances.

Cross-Modal Adaptation. Several cross-modal learning
strategies have been proposed to exploit complementary
information across modalities (Xia et al. 2023; Barbato
et al. 2024a) or to enforce consistency between predictions
from different modalities (Jaritz et al. 2022, 2020). In our
work, we transfer rich multimodal semantics from a vision-
language model into a compact student detector to embed
multimodal priors into a lightweight architecture.

Personalized Scene Understanding. Personalization was
first explored in Natural Language Processing (NLP) (Liu
et al. 2023a; Vaswani et al. 2017; Devlin et al. 2019). Later,
it was extended to computer vision, with early applica-
tions in personalized semantic segmentation (Zhang et al.
2021) and object detection (Michieli et al. 2024). The advent
of foundation models such as CLIP (Radford et al. 2021)
and SAM (Kirillov et al. 2023) has shifted personalization
strategies toward prompt-based control of generalist archi-
tectures (Meng, Xia, and Ma 2024). For example, ViLD (Gu
et al. 2022) aligns vision and language embeddings to enable
open-vocabulary detection, paving the way for instance- and
user-aware predictions through textual prompts. Similarly,

SwissDINO (Paramonov et al. 2024), PerSAM (Zhang et al.
2024), Matcher (Liu et al. 2023b), and SegGPT (Wang et al.
2023) exploit prompt tuning and strong visual representa-
tions to tailor predictions to user preferences. Our work in-
stead distills rich semantic features into a compact detector
during server-side training, avoiding reliance on prompts or
online adaptation and enabling efficient few-shot personal-
ization for resource-constrained deployment.

3 Methodology
MOCHA (Multi-modal Objects-aware Cross-arcHitecture
Alignment) distills multimodal semantics from a vision-
language foundation model into a lightweight student de-
tector by aligning region-level embeddings and regularizing
the student feature space. MOCHA enhances feature sep-
arability and generalization for few-shot personalized de-
tection. Our method is architecture-agnostic and combines
multimodal supervision, feature translation, and a dual loss
enforcing both local and relational alignment.

3.1 Problem Setup
MOCHA consists of three stages, as described next.

Base Pretraining. We begin with a standard detection
model mS(·) = lS ◦ gS , where lS(·) is the detection head,
gS(·) is the student backbone, and ◦ is the composition op-
erator. We train it on a pretraining detection dataset using
standard objectives Ldet (Jocher, Chaurasia, and Qiu 2023).
This stage results in a strong generic detector that identifies
broad object categories but lacks personalized semantics or
fine-grained embedding separation and serves as initializa-
tion for the student’s weights.

Feature Distillation. After initialization, we perform fea-
ture distillation over an object detection dataset Dc, using a
frozen large vision-language model as the teacher (Fig. 2a).
Each image X ∈ Dc in the dataset is labeled by a set of tu-
ples {(bi, ci)}ni=1 ⊂ B × Cc, where ci ∈ Cc are class labels
and bi ∈ B ⊂ R4 are box coordinates identifying n image
regions Xi. The teacher is assumed to comprise a visual en-
coder gT (·), and a large language model fT (·), enabling the
joint processing of images and text. Note that, in general, the
student and teacher features may not be aligned. For this rea-
son, we use a feature translation module tS(·) : Rds 7→ Rdt

(where ds and dt are the dimensions of the student and
teacher features, respectively), to allow knowledge distilla-
tion from the student’s to the teacher’s space.

Few-Shot Personalization. After feature distillation, the
student backbone is frozen and used to extract multiscale
region-level features {Fj}j = gS(X) from a personal de-
tection datasetDf , labeled with bounding boxes B and class
labels Cf . The features are translated into the shared em-
bedding space via the frozen translation module (Fig. 2b)
and fed to a prototype-based few-shot learner p(·), like near-
est class mean (Snell, Swersky, and Zemel 2017), which is
trained and tested as in (Barbato et al. 2024b). More in de-
tail, during personalization, a user provides a few labeled
samples of personal instances of objects to the system (e.g.,
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(a) Feature distillation stage of the student network from the frozen teacher. (b) Personalization stage.

Figure 2: MOCHA system. (a) Feature distillation: Student detector is trained on dataset Dc aligning multiscale region-
level features to PCA-pruned multimodal embeddings from a frozen vision-language teacher via the translation module tS(·).
(b) Personalization: Student backbone and Translator are frozen and used to compute semantic prototypical features from a
personal dataset Df . These are then used to train a prototype-based few-shot learner p(·) for user-specific object classification.

1-5 samples). Later, during inference, the system automati-
cally overrides the coarse predictions with the personal la-
bels. This strategy enables the student to retain its compact
architecture while adapting to novel visual concepts. Since
no teacher inference or prompt engineering is required at
personalization time, the method is efficient and suitable for
deployment in real-world low-resource settings.

3.2 Multimodal Supervision Extraction
Without loss of generality, in our experiments, we instan-
tiate the teacher with a LLaVa (Liu et al. 2023a) model,
which includes a shared projection matrix WT , in addition to
gT (·) and fT (·). Each cropped image region Xi is processed
by the teacher’s visual encoder to obtain a visual embed-
ding ZV,i, projected into a joint text-vision representation
space as HV,i = WTZV,i. Simultaneously, the class label
ci is embedded as a textual query ZQ,i and projected via
HQ,i = WTZQ,i. The pair (HV,i, HQ,i) is passed to the
frozen language model fT , which computes a sequence of
tokens describing the interaction between the region and the
class. We average the output along the temporal dimension
to obtain a single semantic embedding hi ∈ Rdh represent-
ing the fused visual-linguistic description of the region Xi.

Dimensionality Reduction. While the teacher’s multi-
modal feature hi captures rich semantics, it does not nec-
essarily retain appearance-level cues. To combine both se-
mantic and visual signals, we concatenate the multimodal
representation with the dz-dimensional class token zV,i ∈
ZV,i ⊂ Rdz of its corresponding visual embedding:

ui = concat(γ zV,i, hi) ∈ Rd, d = dz + dh. (1)

with γ = ||hi|| as a rescaling factor that normalizes vi-
sual features to textual ones. This combined vector repre-

sents both the raw visual content of the object and its se-
mantic interpretation conditioned on the label. However, the
resulting representation is high-dimensional and could in-
clude redundant information. To reduce dimensionality and
improve efficiency, we apply Principal Component Analysis
(PCA) to ui, offline on the same dataset used for distillation,
and we take the first dt elements:

û′
i = PCA(ui) ∈ Rdt . (2)

Finally, to equalize the contribution of each channel in the
PCA representation, we estimate the standard deviation of
each channel activation σc in the distillation dataset, and use
it to rescale the channels as:

u′
i[c] = û′

i[c]/σc for c=1, . . . , d. (3)

Remarkably, the deviations closely follow a hyperbolic
shape, allowing us to estimate their value based only on the
channel index (detailed discussion in Appendix).

3.3 Student Detector and Feature Aggregation
To perform object-level supervision, we apply the same
cropping strategy used for the teacher: for each ground-truth
bounding box bi, we first resize the feature maps to a com-
mon size to account for resolution differences, ensuring con-
sistent spatial alignment. Then, we extract the corresponding
region-aligned features FA,j,i from each resolution level j,
and apply spatial average pooling to obtain fixed-size de-
scriptors fA,j,i ∈ Rds .

The final aggregated feature for region i is formed by con-
catenating the pooled representations at each level:

fA,i = concatj(fA,j,i) ∈ Rds . (4)

We denote with FA the dense equivalent of these features,
that is, the concatenation without region pooling.
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Figure 3: Toy example. Effect of Lemb on a set of ten 2D points optimized with respect to 3D ones. (a) 3D reference points,
proxy for the teacher embeddings u′

i. (b) Evolution of the 2D points (proxy for student embeddings f ′
A,i) updated via Lemb

from the 3D reference points u′
i. ⋆ marks the original location, timesteps increase with color saturation. (c) Percent rate of 2D

top-k nearest neighbors (k-NN) that match those of the reference 3D distribution.

Without loss of generalization, we adopt
YOLOv8 (Jocher, Chaurasia, and Qiu 2023) as the
student model pretrained on the COCO dataset (Lin et al.
2014) and then fine-tuned in MOCHA.

Feature Translation Module. The translation module tS
is modelled after a transformer encoder block and con-
sists of a channel-wise multi-head self-attention block fol-
lowed by a lightweight multi-layer perceptron (MLP). The
attention mechanism enhances expressiveness by modelling
inter-channel dependencies, while the MLP adapts the rep-
resentation to the required dimensionality:

f ′
A,i = tS(fA,i), (5)

where f ′
A,i ∈ Rdt is the translated student feature with the

same dimension as the PCA-compressed teacher target u′
i.

In our implementation (Fig. 2a), the translation module is
trained jointly with the student detector, allowing the feature
alignment to evolve progressively during distillation.

3.4 Training Objectives and Strategy
To align the translated student features with the teacher tar-
gets, we define two complementary objectives: a pointwise
distillation loss and a relational embedding loss.

Distillation Loss. The primary objective enforces direct
alignment between translated student features f ′

A,i and their
corresponding teacher vector u′

i. We define the distillation
loss as the average of ℓ1 and ℓ2 distances, as in (Barbato
et al. 2024b):

Ldist =
1

n

n∑
i=1

(
∥f ′

A,i − u′
i∥1 + ∥f ′

A,i − u′
i∥2

)
. (6)

This formulation captures both robustness to outliers (via
the ℓ1 term) and fine-grained magnitude alignment (via the
ℓ2 term), promoting stable and discriminative alignment.

Embedding Loss. Beyond individual alignment, we en-
courage the student to preserve the global geometry of the
teacher’s embedding space. To this end, we define a rela-
tional embedding loss based on pairwise Euclidean distances
between all student and teacher features.

Given the translated student features {f ′
A,i}i and the cor-

responding teacher targets {u′
i}i, we compute two pairwise

distance matrices Dff and Duu. We convert them into nor-
malized distributions using temperature-scaled softmax:

Pff = softmax

(
−Dff

τ

)
, Puu = softmax

(
−Duu

τ

)
,

(7)
where τ is a hyperparameter controlling distribution sharp-
ness. The embedding loss is then defined as the cross-
entropy between the two distributions:

Lemb = − 1

n

n∑
i=1

∑
j ̸=i

Puu[i, j] logPff [i, j]. (8)

This term ensures that the student preserves not only se-
mantic content but also the relative structure of the embed-
ding space, reflecting inter-class and intra-class relationships
encoded by the teacher.

Final Objective. The final objective combines the detec-
tion loss with the distillation and embedding terms:

L = Ldet + λdistLdist + λembLemb, (9)

where the λ coefficients regulate the contribution of each
auxiliary term. By integrating multimodal feature supervi-
sion with structural regularization, MOCHA enables robust
semantic transfer into compact detectors, improving perfor-
mance in low-resource and personalized scenarios.

4 Experiments
In this section, we introduce the experimental setup to test
MOCHA’s ability to effectively distill knowledge from a
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multimodal teacher into a lightweight student model, with
the goal of achieving robust performance in few-shot per-
sonalized object detection across four personal datasets. We
begin by discussing general analyses, followed by compar-
isons with state-of-the-art approaches, and conclude by pre-
senting ablation studies.

4.1 Experimental Setup
Datasets. For pretraining, we adopt COCO (Lin et al.
2014) and OpenImagesV7 (Kuznetsova et al. 2020). Also,
we consider starting from AuXFT pretrained weights (which
start from COCO and fine-tune on OpenImages). Distilla-
tion is performed on OpenImages. Considered personaliza-
tion datasets are: PerSeg (Zhang et al. 2024), POD (Barbato
et al. 2024b), CORe50 (Lomonaco and Maltoni 2017), and
iCubWorld (Fanello et al. 2013).

Models. Our approach uses YOLOv8n as the student
model and LLaVa-1.5-7B as the teacher, which includes
CLIP with ViT-B/32 as the visual encoder and LLaMA 7B
as the text encoder. For comparison, we also include: (i) the
text encoder from LLaVa, i.e., LLaMA 7B (ii) the visual en-
coder from LLaVa, i.e., CLIP, and (iii) DINOv2 (Oquab et al.
2023). Moreover, we compare against other distillation-
based approaches: OFA (Hao et al. 2023), knowledge distil-
lation at the output space via KL divergence (KL) (Touvron
et al. 2021) and its combination with embedding space dis-
tillation via MSE (MSE + KL) (Romero et al. 2015), open-
vocabulary detectors (VILD) (Gu et al. 2022), and the most
relevant personalization method to date (AuXFT).

Metrics. For consistency and fair comparison, we follow
the same implementation details as in AuXFT, except when
distilling from AuXFT-pretrained model. In that case, the
number of distillation epochs is reduced from 50 to 20, as the
convergence time decreases. We also adopt the same evalu-
ation metrics: mAP50-95 for PerSeg and POD, and retrieval
accuracy for CORe50 and iCubWorld. Few-shot personal-
ized detection is led under 1- and 5-shot regimes.
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Figure 5: Feature similarity between the FA embeddings and
the teacher target u′

i is encoded in the R/G/B channels, one
for each object in the input scene from POD dataset.

4.2 Analyses
Embedding Loss. Fig. 3 illustrates the impact of our re-
lational embedding loss Lemb on preserving the geomet-
ric structure of the teacher features onto student ones. We
consider a toy setup, where we optimize the coordinates of
a set of 2D points (proxies for student embeddings f ′

A,i)
to match the pairwise distance distribution of a fixed 3D
reference configuration (proxy for teacher embeddings u′

i).
Fig. 3a shows the 3D reference points sampled uniformly in
space. Fig. 3b visualizes the optimization trajectory in the
2D space: each path starts from an initial position (marked
by ⋆) and progressively adapts under the guidance of Lemb,
preserving local neighborhood relationships while globally
rearranging to approximate the original distance geometry
(color saturation indicates temporal evolution). Fig. 3c quan-
titatively tracks the alignment between neighborhood struc-
tures. We report the percentage rate of 2D top-k nearest
neighbors that match those of the reference 3D distribution.
We observe a steady improvement across all k with a rapid
convergence. This analysis confirms the role of relational
supervision in regularizing the student’s embedding space
beyond pointwise alignment, ultimately promoting feature
diversity and semantic separability.

Impact of Teacher Feature Dimensionality. Fig. 4 eval-
uates the role of teacher supervision dimensionality (dt) by
comparing features: (i) of personal datasets Df (as an up-
per bound), (ii) of the distillation dataset Dc unnormalized
and (iii) PCA normalized (additional details and validation
in Appendix). Overall, performance increases steadily up to
dt = 512, which strikes a good balance between compact-
ness and expressivity. After that, it plateaus or slightly de-
grades up to the maximum dimension d = 4608. This in-
dicates that most of the relevant semantics are preserved in
a compact subspace, and that further dimensions may in-
troduce redundancy or noise. Normalized features u′

i con-
sistently outperform their unnormalized counterparts û′

i (es-
pecially in the 1-shot setting), obtaining better performance
even if compared to personal datasets’ features.



Teacher Student PerSeg POD CORe50 iCubWorld Avg1 SHOT 1 SHOT 5 SHOT 1 SHOT 5 SHOT 1 SHOT 5 SHOT

DINO — 90.5 ±2.7 55.1 ±4.0 66.8 ±0.0 34.8 ±7.2 47.9 ±9.8 50.6 ±2.9 73.5 ±2.2 59.9
CLIP (zV,i) — 95.7 ±1.4 64.5 ±3.5 77.8 ±0.0 58.1 ±4.6 79.3 ±4.4 55.5 ±3.2 77.9 ±2.5 72.7
LLaVa (hi) — 82.2 ±3.3 59.0 ±4.1 72.7 ±0.5 44.1 ±3.4 63.1 ±4.2 46.7 ±3.1 67.6 ±2.7 62.2
LLaVa (hi) + CLIP (zV,i, γ = 1) — 93.9 ±1.8 66.4 ±3.8 80.7 ±0.2 59.4 ±4.6 80.4 ±4.3 58.0 ±3.2 80.6 ±2.4 74.2
LLaVa (hi) + CLIP (zV,i) — 95.1 ±1.7 70.0 ±3.4 80.6 ±0.0 57.0 ±4.0 79.7 ±3.7 56.4 ±3.6 81.2 ±2.5 74.3

— YOLO 69.6 ±3.4 35.4 ±3.4 41.3 ±0.0 31.5 ±5.5 42.8 ±7.8 33.3 ±2.7 48.6 ±2.4 43.2
CLIP (zV,i) YOLO 75.5 ±3.5 40.9 ±3.2 51.7 ±0.0 35.0 ±3.9 47.3 ±5.7 40.6 ±2.9 60.0 ±2.3 50.7
LLaVa (hi) YOLO 73.0 ±3.6 37.1 ±4.2 47.6 ±0.0 33.9 ±3.7 45.9 ±5.4 37.4 ±3.1 55.8 ±2.6 48.0
LLaVa (hi) + CLIP (zV,i) YOLO 82.0 ±3.4 45.7 ±3.5 58.1 ±0.0 34.5 ±4.1 47.8 ±5.9 42.9 ±3.1 62.7 ±2.2 54.0

Table 1: Oracle results using ground truth bounding boxes on personal datasets. Top block: performance when using frozen
teacher embeddings directly in the personalization stage. Bottom block: performance of YOLO distilled with the teacher signals.

Teacher Supervision Student PerSeg POD CORe50 iCubWorld Avg1 SHOT 1 SHOT 5 SHOT 1 SHOT 5 SHOT 1 SHOT 5 SHOT

— — YOLO 41.2 ±2.6 23.6 ±2.4 30.4 ±0.0 57.8 ±6.3 67.3 ±7.7 51.2 ±3.0 68.4 ±2.4 48.6

DINO AuXFT YOLO 48.8 ±3.4 31.5 ±2.7 38.8 ±0.0 58.8 ±6.4 69.3 ±6.0 55.0 ±3.0 74.5 ±2.5 53.8
CLIP (zV,i) ViLD YOLO 44.4 ±3.2 24.8 ±2.8 33.3 ±0.0 54.6 ±5.2 64.9 ±4.9 57.7 ±3.0 70.4 ±2.4 50.9
LLaVa (ui) KL div. YOLO 43.7 ±2.9 23.4 ±2.5 27.8 ±0.0 54.4 ±5.0 65.2 ±5.0 54.7 ±3.0 69.5 ±2.3 49.0
LLaVa (ui) KL div. + MSE YOLO 50.1 ±3.0 27.6 ±2.4 30.5 ±0.0 53.3 ±4.5 65.7 ±4.6 61.1 ±2.9 78.5 ±1.9 52.1
LLaVa (ui) OFA YOLO 47.2 ±3.4 23.3 ±2.6 28.0 ±0.0 55.3 ±4.3 63.6 ±4.3 60.4 ±2.5 72.5 ±2.4 50.1

CLIP (zV,i) MOCHA (visual) YOLO 53.0 ±2.8 26.7 ±3.1 37.5 ±0.0 57.2 ±4.7 67.2 ±4.8 62.6 ±2.8 76.1 ±2.3 54.6
LLaVa (hi) MOCHA (text) YOLO 52.3 ±2.8 28.8 ±2.6 33.7 ±0.0 56.2 ±4.7 67.1 ±4.7 62.8 ±2.8 76.8 ±2.0 54.0
LLaVa (ui) MOCHA (COCO) YOLO 55.4 ±3.3 33.9 ±2.8 38.9 ±0.0 55.8 ±4.7 65.4 ±4.7 60.6 ±3.3 77.6 ±2.5 56.0
LLaVa (ui) MOCHA (AuXFT) YOLO 59.1 ±3.3 36.3 ±3.3 45.9 ±0.0 60.9 ±4.4 70.6 ±4.5 61.4 ±3.1 77.0 ±2.3 58.7

Table 2: Few-shot personalized detection results on personal datasets. First row: YOLO baseline with no distillation. First block:
MOCHA compared against prior state-of-the-art supervision methods. Second block: evaluation of different MOCHA variants.

Feature Similarity. Fig. 5 shows the similarity between
the teacher vision-language descriptors u′

i of the three ob-
jects in each scene and the features output by the student,
FA. In each bottom image, the three similarity matrices are
visualized in R/G/B channels, showing that MOCHA suc-
cessfully maps sparse VLM object-level features (inside ob-
ject boxes) into the dense features of an efficient detector.

4.3 Main Results
We begin our evaluation in the oracle setup, where mod-
els are evaluated using ground-truth bounding boxes dur-
ing the few-shot personalization stage. This setting removes
the detection head and focuses purely on the classification
capabilities of each approach, allowing us to compare dif-
ferent teacher models and types of supervision embeddings
(linguistic, visual, and multimodal). Tab. 1 is structured in
two blocks. The top block reports results from using teacher
embeddings directly in the personalization stage, while the
bottom block shows YOLO models distilled using those
same supervision signals. In the first block, visual teach-
ers show strong performance. Notably, CLIP outperforms
DINO (used in AuXFT). On the other hand, LLaVa’s fea-
tures (hi) perform worse, but combining them with CLIP
features (zV,i) — i.e., using ui for supervision — yields
notable gains at no added cost (as CLIP is already part
of LLaVa), demonstrating the complementarity of visual

and textual cues. Normalizing the visual features also leads
to a slight improvement over their unnormalized version
(γ = 1). In the second block, we evaluate distillation using
either visual supervision (CLIP, zV,i), textual supervision
(LLaVa, hi), or their combination (LLaVa, ui). All mod-
els are distilled through MOCHA supervision, showing con-
sistent gains of our approach over the non-distilled baseline
(YOLO only). Still, using a single modality alone proves less
effective than leveraging full multimodal supervision.

Comparisons. We then evaluate the complete approach,
including both backbone and detection head, in the stan-
dard few-shot personalization setting (without ground-truth
bounding boxes). Tab. 2 shows a comparison between
MOCHA and recent approaches for personalized detection.
Among distillation-based methods, KL divergence and OFA
yield only marginal improvements over the YOLO baseline,
while combining KL with MSE provides slightly better per-
formance. ViLD struggles in highly personalized scenarios,
despite its open-vocabulary capabilities. AuXFT achieves
the strongest average performance among prior methods,
but still underperforms in more challenging domains (e.g.,
PerSeg and POD), where fine-grained semantic alignment is
critical. In contrast, MOCHA surpasses all other approaches
showing consistently strong results across all datasets and
settings, obtaining a +10.1 average score improvement over
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Figure 6: Qualitative results on PerSeg. Ground truth in
green, prediction with the highest confidence in red (class
names shown refer to personal class labels in PerSeg).
YOLO refers to the baseline. *: refers to MOCHA (AuXFT).

the YOLO baseline and +4.9 on the best competitor, AuXFT.
When distilled from COCO-pretrained weights, MOCHA
already exceeds the performance of state-of-the-art meth-
ods. Starting from AuXFT-pretrained weights yields further
gains, confirming the compatibility and effectiveness of the
initialization. Overall, the results validate the effectiveness
of MOCHA in transferring high-level semantics from frozen
vision-language models into compact detectors, enabling ro-
bust personalization under few-shot constraints.

Qualitative Results. Fig. 6 presents a qualitative com-
parison on the PerSeg dataset, featuring three sample im-
ages: a can, a cat, and a dog. Green bounding boxes in-
dicate ground truth annotations, while red boxes show the
highest-confidence predictions. MOCHA (AuXFT) consis-
tently demonstrates superior performance across all sam-
ples, with correct class predictions and precise bounding
boxes. In contrast, competing methods exhibit occasional
misclassifications and less accurate detections. The results
emphasize the effectiveness of MOCHA’s feature translation
and relational alignment strategies in enhancing spatial pre-
cision and adaptability to novel classes.

4.4 Ablation Studies
Tab. 3 reports an extensive ablation study, isolating the
contributions of key design and training components of

Pretr. dt Case PerSeg iCubWorld
1 SHOT 1 SHOT 5 SHOT

OI — (YOLO) 41.2 ±2.6 51.2 ±3.0 68.4 ±2.4

AuXFT 256 — 56.4 ±3.3 61.2 ±2.6 75.7 ±2.1
AuXFT 384 — 56.2 ±3.5 59.6 ±3.0 74.7 ±2.0
AuXFT 1024 — 53.8 ±3.5 58.4 ±3.1 77.0 ±2.3

AuXFT 512 ���Lemb 56.6 ±3.3 59.8 ±2.9 74.9 ±2.0
AuXFT 512 tS no attn. 56.8 ±3.3 57.5 ±3.1 73.2 ±2.1
AuXFT 512 tS no ffn 55.7 ±3.4 61.4 ±3.0 76.6 ±2.3
AuXFT 512 Dc augm. 53.3 ±3.9 58.4 ±2.9 73.4 ±2.1
AuXFT 512 2×lr (enc) 53.6 ±2.9 59.0 ±3.0 75.8 ±2.5
AuXFT 512 2×lr (dec) 53.9 ±2.9 59.7 ±3.1 75.9 ±2.5

OI 512 (MOCHA) 53.8 ±3.2 56.8 ±2.7 70.4 ±2.3
COCO 512 (MOCHA) 55.4 ±3.3 60.6 ±3.3 77.6 ±2.5
AuXFT 512 (MOCHA) 59.1 ±3.3 61.4 ±3.1 77.0 ±2.3

Table 3: Ablation studies on MOCHA. First block ablates
on PCA dimension dt. The second block changes different
MOCHA components. The third block compares different
pretraining: OpenImages (OI), COCO, and AuXFT.

MOCHA across the PerSeg and iCubWorld datasets. We
first assess the impact of the PCA dimensionality dt used
to compress teacher embeddings. As previously highlighted
in Fig. 4, compressing the teacher’s embedding improves
performance compared to using full-resolution features. A
PCA dimension of dt = 512 strikes a good balance between
compactness and expressiveness. More aggressive compres-
sion (e.g., 256 or 384) leads to reduced performance, in-
dicating a loss of relevant semantic content. Next, we ex-
amine the role of core MOCHA components. Removing
the embedding alignment loss (Lemb) degrades accuracy on
both datasets, underscoring its importance for preserving
global teacher structure. Disabling attention mechanisms in
the translator (tS no attn.) also leads to a consistent drop,
suggesting that attention layers play a key role in adapting
multimodal features. Likewise, removing the translator’s fi-
nal layer (tS no ffn) reduces performance. Enabling data
augmentation (standard YOLO augmentations only vary-
ing color, Dc augm.) lowers robustness, while manipulat-
ing learning rates — doubling them for encoder or decoder
separately — slightly harms performance. Finally, we com-
pare different pretraining strategies. When pretraining is per-
formed on OpenImages only, performance remains below
that of MOCHA configurations. COCO-pretrained weights
yield a substantial boost, but AuXFT-pretrained weights lead
to the best results overall, thanks to their strong initial per-
formance and architectural compatibility with our MOCHA.

5 Conclusion
In this work, we introduced MOCHA, a novel approach for
multimodal, cross-architecture distillation tailored to few-
shot personalized object detection. MOCHA aligns compact
student features to region-level embeddings derived from a
large-scale frozen vision-language model, removing redun-
dancy via PCA. Our approach leverages both intra-class and
inter-class alignment, through a distillation loss and an em-



bedding loss, respectively, achieving significant gains over
the state of the art. MOCHA requires minimal overhead
and operates without the teacher model at test time, mak-
ing it compatible with lightweight detectors and suitable for
resource-constrained applications such as mobile robotics.
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Appendix
In this appendix, we provide additional experiments and
analyses to validate our methodology further. We start by
providing a statistical validation of MOCHA using the
Wilcoxon signed-rank test to assess the significance of our
findings. We continue by presenting additional results, in-
cluding PCA curve fitting analyses and detailed performance
breakdowns across individual datasets. We then outline the
implementation details of our experiments and provide a
pseudocode description of the MOCHA methodology. Fi-
nally, we conclude by presenting some qualitative results
and discussing MOCHA’s limitations.

A.1 Wilcoxon Experiment
To verify the statistical significance of the results presented
in the main document, in Tab. A.4 we report the Wilcoxon
signed rank metric computed on the mAP achieved by
MOCHA and its competitors in the PerSeg and POD
datasets. The analysis is performed on the same episodic ex-
periments in Tab. 1 (in the main document), where average
scores are reported. The analysis strongly confirms the sta-
tistical superiority of MOCHA, achieving, in most cases, an
extremely low p-value < 10−17.

Supervision PerSeg POD
1 SHOT 1 SHOT

— 1.9× 10−18 1.9× 10−18

AuXFT 4.5× 10−18 1.1× 10−9

ViLD 2.1× 10−18 1.9× 10−18

KL div. 1.9× 10−18 1.9× 10−18

MSE + KL div. 2.1× 10−18 1.9× 10−18

OFA 1.9× 10−18 1.9× 10−18

MOCHA (visual) 2.0× 10−18 1.9× 10−18

MOCHA (text) 1.9× 10−18 2.0× 10−18

MOCHA (COCO) 5.5× 10−13 7.7× 10−9

Table A.4: p-value of Wilcoxon signed rank metric on
PerSeg/POD 1-shot between MOCHA (AuXFT) and com-
petitors.

A.2 Dimensionality Reduction
Fig. A.9 shows the variance profile of teacher embeddings,
with a fitted decay curve of the form σ ≃ a

(x+1)b
+ c,

confirming the typical power-law structure that motivates
dimensionality reduction. The standard deviation of each
channel activation in the distillation dataset is estimated and
used to rescale the channel c as: σc ≃ 18

(c+1)0.47 −0.26 (Eq. 3
in the main document). Tables ?? report extensive results
across all datasets and protocols for different PCA settings
under three configurations:
• PCA on û′

i in Personal Dataset (Tab. A.5), where PCA is
applied on teacher embeddings of each personal dataset
(ideal case);

• PCA on û′
i in Distillation Dataset (Tab. A.6), where PCA

is applied on teacher embeddings of distillation dataset;

• PCA on u′
i in Distillation Dataset (Tab. A.7), where the

channel normalization of Fig. A.9 is applied prior to
PCA.

Across all experiments, we observe that moderate com-
pression (e.g., retaining 128–256 dimensions) achieves
competitive performance, with minimal loss relative to
full-dimensional embeddings, while substantially reducing
memory and compute costs. As expected, aggressive com-
pression (e.g., 16–32 dimensions) leads to consistent drops
across datasets, particularly on POD and iCubWorld. This
analysis confirms that PCA acts as an effective mechanism
to control embedding size while preserving sufficient dis-
criminative information for distillation. The results validate
the robustness of our approach to dimensionality reduction,
supporting the choice of PCA dimension dt = 512.

A.3 Qualitative Results
Figures ?? present qualitative comparisons across three
models—YOLO (baseline), AuXFT, and MOCHA
(AuXFT)—in both the 1-shot and 5-shot personaliza-
tion settings. Results are shown on three representative
datasets: POD, CoRE50, and iCubWorld. Ground truth
annotations are depicted in green, while the prediction
with the highest confidence is shown in red. In the 1-shot
setting (Figure A.7), MOCHA already improves over both
YOLO and AuXFT, correctly localizing and classifying
objects that other models miss or mislabel (e.g., remote2
in POD, case0 in iCubWorld). With 5-shot supervision
(Figure A.8), MOCHA further enhances precision, han-
dling subtle distinctions (e.g., pen5 vs. mug5 in CoRE50),
and resolving multiple similar instances in cluttered
scenes. These examples qualitatively validate MOCHA’s
effectiveness in aligning student features to the teacher’s
multimodal embedding space, enabling more reliable object
personalization with minimal data.

A.4 Implementation Details
All experiments were run on a RHEL8 (RedHat) Unix-
based machine with kernel version 6.12.9-1, equipped with 8
NVIDIA L40S GPUs (48GB of VRAM, CUDA 12.8, Driver
570.86.15), 2 AMD EPYC 9224 24-Core processors, 1.5TB
of RAM, and Python version 3.11.9. Each pretraining ex-
periment uses 4 GPUs, 24 CPU cores, and 64GB of RAM,
while for few-shot training and inference, a single GPU and
6 CPU cores are sufficient. A complete MOCHA distillation
(50 epochs) takes about 48 hours, which decreases to around
20 hours when distilling from the AuXFT checkpoints (20
epochs).

A.4.1 MOCHA Pseudocode
In this section, we report the pseudocode implementation of
MOCHA’s feature distillation and few-shot learning proce-
dures. Algorithm A.1 reports the steps necessary to distill
visual-language knowledge into an efficient vision-only de-
tector, while Algorithms A.2 and A.3 explain how to train
MOCHA’s few-shot module and perform inference, respec-
tively. Note that # marks a comment.



Algorithm A.1: Pseudocode for MOCHA’s feature distilla-
tion.
Require: Pretrained detection model mS = lS ◦ gS , visual

encoder gT , language model fT dataset Dc, translation
module tS , batch size K, number of epochs E

1: for e← 1 . . . E do
2: for k ← 1 . . . ⌊|Dc|/K⌋ do
3: Sample K ∼ Dc, with |K| = K
4: Initialize batch loss l← 0
5: for (X,Y) ∈ K do
6: {Fj} ← gS(X) # Compute detection features
7: Ŷ ← lS({Fj}) # Compute detection predic-

tions
8: l← l + Ldet(Ŷ,Y) # Accumulate loss
9: for (bi, ci) ∈ Y do

10: Use bi to crop region Xi from X
11: zV,i ← gT (Xi) # Vision branch of teacher
12: hi ← fT (ci) # Text branch of teacher
13: Compute ui from zV,i and hi using Eq. 1
14: Use bi to crop region FA,j,i from Fj , ∀j
15: fA,i ← concatj(AvgPool(FA,j,i))
16: f ′

A,i ← tS(fA,i) # Translate features
17: l← l+Ldist(f

′
A,i, ui)/n # n = num of boxes

18: end for
19: Compute Pff , Puu from {f ′

A,i}, {ui} via Eq. 7
20: l← l + Lemb(Pff , Puu)
21: end for
22: (mS , tS) ← AdamOptim(mS , tS , l) # Perform

gradient descent to update model and translator
23: end for
24: end for

A.5 MOCHA Limitations
The improvements brought about by MOCHA are substan-
tial, but we wish to highlight some limitations that we con-
sider potential directions for future research. First, due to
the nature of the MOCHA architecture, the final task is con-
strained to object detection, which may limit applicability
in other domains. Second, while inference requires minimal
overhead, the reliance on foundation models during training
incurs significant computational cost, which is undesirable
in some contexts. Finally, the prototypical network in our
method is inherently inefficient at large scales, meaning that
performance may degrade when a large number of personal
object instances are involved.

Algorithm A.2: Pseudocode for MOCHA’s FSL training.

Require: Frozen distilled backbone gS , frozen translator
tS , prototype classifier p(·), personal dataset Df (train)

1: Initialize empty support set S ← ∅
2: for (X,Y) ∈ Df do # Y ⊂ B × Cc
3: {Fj} ← gS(X) # Extract multiscale features
4: for (bi, ci) ∈ Y do
5: Use bi to crop region FA,j,i from Fj , ∀j
6: fA,i ← concatj(AvgPool(FA,j,i))
7: f ′

A,i ← tS(fA,i) # Translated feature
8: Add pair (f ′

A,i, ci) to support set S
9: end for

10: end for
11: Add S to p(·)’s prototypes store, internal to the local

device # Prototype classifier training

Algorithm A.3: Pseudocode for MOCHA’s FSL inference.

Input: Input image X
Require: Frozen distilled model mS = lS ◦ gS , frozen

translator tS , trained prototype classifier p(·)
1: {Fj} ← gS(X) # Extract multiscale features
2: Ŷ ← lS({Fj}) # Compute detection predictions for

general classes
3: for (b̂i, ĉi) ∈ Ŷ do # Ŷ ⊂ B × Cc
4: Use b̂i to crop region FA,j,i from Fj ∀j
5: fA,i ← concatj(AvgPool(FA,j,i))
6: f ′

A,i ← tS(fA,i) # Translate to shared space
7: ĉi ← p(f ′

A,i) # Update class via prototype matching
over fine-grained class set

8: end for
9: return Predictions Ŷ # Same boxes, personal classes
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Figure A.7: Qualitative results in the 1-shot setting. Ground truth in green, prediction with the highest confidence in red (class
names shown refer to personal class labels in each dataset). YOLO refers to the baseline. *: refers to MOCHA (AuXFT).
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Figure A.8: Qualitative results in the 5-shot setting. Ground truth in green, prediction with the highest confidence in red (class
names shown refer to personal class labels in each dataset). YOLO refers to the baseline. *: refers to MOCHA (AuXFT).
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Figure A.9: Fitting the PCA curve σ ≃ a
(x+1)b

+ c, a = 18, b = 0.47, c = −0.26.

Model PerSeg POD CORe50 iCubWorld Avg1 SHOT 1 SHOT 5 SHOT 1 SHOT 5 SHOT 1 SHOT 5 SHOT

LLaVa (ui) (4608 channels) 94.0 ± 1.8 66.4 ± 3.8 80.7 ± 0.0 59.4 ± 4.6 80.4 ± 4.3 58.0 ± 3.2 80.6 ± 2.4 74.2
PCA 1024 (4.5x less channels) 94.2 ± 1.7 67.9 ± 3.4 80.6 ± 0.0 60.1 ± 4.6 80.8 ± 4.3 59.3 ± 3.1 81.2 ± 2.3 74.9
PCA 512 (9x less channels) 94.3 ± 1.7 67.9 ± 3.5 80.4 ± 0.0 60.3 ± 4.6 80.6 ± 4.3 59.3 ± 3.1 80.9 ± 2.3 74.8
PCA 384 (12x less channels) 94.4 ± 1.7 67.5 ± 3.4 80.0 ± 0.0 60.4 ± 4.6 80.6 ± 4.3 59.3 ± 3.0 80.8 ± 2.2 74.7
PCA 256 (18x less channels) 94.2 ± 1.6 67.6 ± 3.3 79.6 ± 0.0 60.6 ± 4.6 80.5 ± 4.5 59.2 ± 3.1 80.2 ± 2.2 74.6
PCA 128 (36x less channels) 92.9 ± 1.5 66.4 ± 3.1 79.4 ± 0.0 60.5 ± 4.6 79.8 ± 4.3 57.5 ± 3.1 77.6 ± 2.4 73.4
PCA 64 (72x less channels) 88.0 ± 2.9 63.9 ± 3.4 79.9 ± 0.0 59.0 ± 4.5 77.1 ± 4.6 52.7 ± 3.3 71.2 ± 2.4 70.3
PCA 32 (144x less channels) 81.5 ± 2.8 60.0 ± 3.5 70.6 ± 0.0 53.5 ± 4.7 71.4 ± 5.0 45.9 ± 3.1 62.1 ± 2.7 63.6

Table A.5: PCA on û′
i in Personal Dataset (mAP/mAcc ± std). The last column (Avg) reports the average across the 7 columns.

Overall best in bold.

Model PerSeg POD CORe50 iCubWorld Avg1 SHOT 1 SHOT 5 SHOT 1 SHOT 5 SHOT 1 SHOT 5 SHOT

LLaVa (ui) (4608 channels) 94.0 ± 1.8 66.4 ± 3.8 80.7 ± 0.0 59.4 ± 4.6 80.4 ± 4.3 58.0 ± 3.2 80.6 ± 2.4 74.2
PCA 1024 (4.5x less channels) 94.4 ± 1.7 67.9 ± 3.5 80.3 ± 0.0 59.7 ± 4.5 80.3 ± 4.3 59.2 ± 3.3 81.2 ± 2.2 74.7
PCA 512 (9x less channels) 94.2 ± 1.6 67.8 ± 3.5 80.1 ± 0.0 59.8 ± 4.5 80.1 ± 4.3 58.9 ± 3.3 80.8 ± 2.2 74.5
PCA 384 (12x less channels) 93.7 ± 1.7 67.7 ± 3.4 80.4 ± 0.0 59.8 ± 4.6 79.9 ± 4.4 58.6 ± 3.3 80.3 ± 2.3 74.3
PCA 256 (18x less channels) 93.0 ± 1.6 67.4 ± 3.5 79.2 ± 0.0 59.3 ± 4.6 79.6 ± 4.4 57.6 ± 3.3 79.3 ± 2.2 73.6
PCA 128 (36x less channels) 90.4 ± 2.0 65.9 ± 3.1 78.6 ± 0.0 56.7 ± 4.7 77.2 ± 4.5 54.3 ± 3.3 75.3 ± 2.3 71.2
PCA 64 (72x less channels) 85.8 ± 3.1 62.5 ± 3.3 74.8 ± 0.0 51.9 ± 4.6 72.2 ± 4.7 48.4 ± 3.2 67.9 ± 2.5 66.2
PCA 32 (144x less channels) 79.3 ± 3.2 57.0 ± 3.6 72.1 ± 0.0 44.8 ± 4.7 63.4 ± 5.1 43.7 ± 3.2 60.7 ± 2.6 60.1

Table A.6: PCA on û′
i in Distillation Dataset (mAP/mAcc ± std). The last column (Avg) reports the average across the 7

columns. Overall best in bold.

Model PerSeg POD CORe50 iCubWorld Avg1 SHOT 1 SHOT 5 SHOT 1 SHOT 5 SHOT 1 SHOT 5 SHOT

LLaVa (ui) (4608 channels) 95.1 ± 1.7 70.0 ± 3.4 80.6 ± 0.0 57.0 ± 4.0 79.7 ± 3.7 56.4 ± 3.6 81.2 ± 2.5 74.3
PCA 1024 (4.5x less channels) 96.6 ± 1.3 68.5 ± 3.7 81.7 ± 0.0 58.9 ± 4.3 80.6 ± 3.9 61.2 ± 3.6 83.4 ± 2.2 75.8
PCA 512 (9x less channels) 96.9 ± 1.1 68.9 ± 3.7 81.9 ± 0.0 59.6 ± 4.3 80.6 ± 4.0 63.7 ± 3.4 85.5 ± 2.1 76.7
PCA 384 (12x less channels) 96.4 ± 1.2 68.5 ± 3.7 83.3 ± 0.0 60.4 ± 4.4 80.6 ± 4.2 64.0 ± 3.2 86.0 ± 2.0 77.0
PCA 256 (18x less channels) 95.2 ± 1.3 68.6 ± 3.6 83.2 ± 0.0 60.9 ± 4.4 81.0 ± 4.2 64.1 ± 3.3 86.0 ± 1.9 77.0
PCA 128 (36x less channels) 92.2 ± 1.9 67.7 ± 3.7 79.3 ± 0.0 59.9 ± 4.4 79.6 ± 4.3 62.6 ± 3.2 84.2 ± 1.9 75.1
PCA 64 (72x less channels) 87.9 ± 2.2 65.7 ± 3.6 75.7 ± 0.0 55.3 ± 4.5 74.5 ± 4.7 55.0 ± 3.1 76.4 ± 2.4 70.1
PCA 32 (144x less channels) 80.2 ± 3.2 60.6 ± 3.8 74.6 ± 0.0 46.4 ± 4.6 64.7 ± 5.5 48.0 ± 3.2 68.0 ± 2.8 63.2

Table A.7: PCA on u′
i in Distillation Dataset (mAP/mAcc ± std). The last column (Avg) reports the average across the 7

columns. Overall best in bold.


