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Abstract

Category-Agnostic Pose Estimation (CAPE) localizes key-
points across diverse object categories with a single model,
using one or a few annotated support images. Recent works
have shown that using a pose graph (i.e., treating keypoints
as nodes in a graph rather than isolated points) helps han-
dle occlusions and break symmetry. However, these meth-
ods assume a static pose graph with equal-weight edges,
leading to suboptimal results.

We introduce EdgeCape, a novel framework that over-
comes these limitations by predicting the graph’s edge
weights which optimizes localization. To further leverage
structural priors, we propose integrating Markovian Struc-
tural Bias, which modulates the self-attention interaction
between nodes based on the number of hops between them.
We show that this improves the model’s ability to capture
global spatial dependencies. Evaluated on the MP-100
benchmark, which includes 100 categories and over 20K
images, EdgeCape achieves state-of-the-art results in the -
shot setting and leads among similar-sized methods in the
5-shot setting, significantly improving keypoint localization
accuracy. Our code is publicly available.

1. Introduction

2D pose estimation, which involves identifying the loca-
tions of key semantic parts within an image, is a funda-
mental problem in computer vision. From human pose es-
timation [4, 11, 45] to animal tracking and vehicle local-
ization [30, 37], accurate pose estimation is essential for
both academic research and industrial applications. Tra-
ditional approaches mainly focused on category-specific
models that are tailored to predefined keypoints and pre-
defined object categories. These models achieve high accu-
racy in some domains but struggle when encountering cate-
gories that lack annotated training data. This limitation has
sparked interest in flexible models that generalize beyond
the fixed categories and keypoints seen in training.

To address these challenges, Category-Agnostic Pose
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Figure 1. EdgeCape. Given a support image, keypoints definition,
and skeletal relations (purple), our model localizes the keypoints
on a query image (green). Previous methods treat keypoints as iso-
lated (CapeFormer) or use unweighted graphs (GraphCape). We,
in contrast, predict weighted graphs that lead to better localization.

Estimation (CAPE) has emerged as a promising solu-
tion [42]. CAPE seeks to enable keypoint localization for
arbitrary keypoints and for any object category using only
a few annotated support images, allowing a single model to
generalize across diverse object types. By significantly re-
ducing the need for extensive data collection and retraining
for each new category or keypoint definition, CAPE offers
a versatile and cost-effective approach to pose estimation.

While early CAPE methods treat keypoints as isolated
entities, recent works [14, 33] have leveraged user-defined
structural pose graphs to break symmetry, manage occlu-
sions, and preserve object structure. However, these meth-
ods rely on unweighted graphs, limiting their effectiveness.
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(a)

Figure 2. Graph Definition: (a) Graph structure serves as a strong
prior, representing an object’s 3D structure/anatomy, and remains
valid across viewing angles for both rigid and non-rigid objects.
(b) As Edge placement can be ambiguous, we aim to learn the
optimal graph for keypoint localization. We visualize different in-
put graphs (left) and unnormalized output predicted graphs

Our network disconnects symmetric parts, which can hurt localiza-
tion, and converges to similar refined skeletons for both inputs.

For instance, for locating a human’s right elbow, it is effec-
tive to consider the positions of the right hand and shoulder,
though their relative contributions may differ in magnitude.
These structural priors hold for any viewing angle, and both
for rigid and non-rigid objects. We aim to advance this
line of work by introducing more complex graphs with real-
valued edge weights. However, assigning weights to edges,
rather than just defining their presence, is difficult even for
humans. In addition, determining the optimal skeletal struc-
ture for an object is an ill-posed problem, as different skele-
tal annotations can lead to varying performance [14]. Our
contribution lies in predicting graph edge weights that op-
timize keypoint localization. Figure | highlights the differ-
ences between recent CAPE methods.

In this paper, we present EdgeCape, a novel approach
to CAPE that extends the graph-based framework by in-
corporating adaptive edge weight prediction. Predicting the
full structure of unseen object categories can be extremely
challenging, as it requires a 3D understanding of the ob-
ject’s structure/anatomy. Instead, we learn to refine input
prior graphs and assign edge weights. This approach com-
bines user-provided prior knowledge with predicted edge
weight, producing a structure-aware skeleton optimized for
localization. This way, our model can handle complex and
varied object geometries. During training, we learn edge
weights prediction using user-annotated graphs [14]. At test
time, a user can provide any prior graph, which we refine to
improve keypoint localization. An illustration of different
graph priors and predictions is shown in Figure 2.

To further exploit the graph structure for improved local-

ization, we draw on recent advances in Graph Neural Net-
works [9, 40, 48, 54], which integrate graph structures into
the self-attention mechanism of Transformers. Specifically,
based on Ma et al. [22] we treat the normalized adjacency
matrix as a Markov transition matrix, representing transi-
tions between keypoints as a stochastic process. This prob-
abilistic view allows us to define a bias term that adjusts
self-attention weights according to the structural distance
between nodes in the graph, supporting more complex spa-
tial relations.

We evaluate our approach on the MP-100 benchmark,
a comprehensive dataset comprising over 20,000 images
spanning 100 diverse object categories. Our method out-
performs the previous state-of-the-art in the 1-shot setting
and outperforms similar-sized methods in the 5-shot setting,
significantly improving keypoint localization accuracy. We
also demonstrate the robustness of our approach under chal-
lenging conditions and through extensive ablation study,
such as super cross-category keypoint matching, where tra-
ditional methods often fail.

In summary, we introduce a novel approach to CAPE
that treats object structure as dynamic and adaptive, lever-
aging predicted edge weights to improve localization accu-
racy. Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

* We propose an adaptive edge weight prediction mecha-
nism, enabling the model to learn complex real-valued
instance-specific pose graphs, rather than relying on fixed
binary skeleton definitions.

* We propose an enhanced graph-based architecture, with
Markovian Attention Bias, allowing the model to better
capture complex spatial dependencies between keypoints.

¢ We achieve SOTA results on the MP-100 benchmark,
demonstrating the effectiveness of our approach in both
1-shot and 5-shot settings.

2. Related Works

2.1. Category-Agnostic Pose Estimation

Category-agnostic pose estimation (CAPE), introduced by
Xu et al. [42], aims to extend conventional category-specific
pose estimation [4, 11, 45, 47, 49] and multi-category
pose estimation [43, 49] to unseen categories. This ap-
proach focuses on developing models that generalize be-
yond category-specific training, providing flexibility and
robustness across various object types. Several key mod-
els have contributed to the field of CAPE. POMNet [42],
based on regression-based approaches [18, 25, 56], utilized
a transformer to encode query images and support keypoints
to predict similarity. Building on this, CapeFormer [35]
adopted a DETR-like framework [5, 12, 39, 50] to address
unreliable matching outcomes, refining initial predictions.
Later, different approaches were suggested to improve
various aspects of CapeFormer. ESCAPE[24], introduced



super-keypoints that capture the statistics of semantically
related keypoints from different categories, tackling vari-
ability in object appearances and poses. Chen et al. [7] pro-
posed to predict meta-points independently of support an-
notations, later refining them to align with desired keypoints
based on support inputs. These meta-points are similar to
object proposal tokens [1, 15, 57] in object detection models
and provide structural information. X-Pose [44] introduced
a bottom-up approach, capable of simultaneously working
on several instances in an image. PPM [27] used large-scale
text-to-image diffusion models [32] to locate keypoints. At
test-time, pseudo-prompts, corresponding to the keypoints,
are learned and then used for localization using the diffusion
model’s cross-attention maps.

Moreover, recent works found object structure is cru-
cial for effective CAPE localization. GraphCape[14] lever-
aged graph convolutional networks (GCNs) [16] to model
the structural relations between keypoints, to better handle
symmetry and occlusions. Later, CapeX [33] expanded this
method by using textual point explanations, enabling the
model to infer object poses from natural language descrip-
tions. SCAPE [19] suggested enhancing the modeling of
structural details by altering keypoints correlations. They
refine the attention maps in self-attention blocks by using
learnable attention filters.

SDPNet [31] also explored graph-based methods by us-
ing GCNs to facilitate information sharing between struc-
tural keypoints. Their approach predicts adjacency matri-
ces through keypoints’ self-attention, and is supervised by
a secondary GCN along with a mask-reconstruction task
for self-supervised learning. However, there are several
limitations to this method. First, it relies solely on key-
point features, while object structure might be better in-
ferred from the entire object. Second, predicting structures
for unseen categories without prior knowledge is extremely
challenging and requires a 3D understanding of the object’s
anatomy. Finally, some structural information might be en-
coded in the auxiliary GCN rather than the adjacency ma-
trix, causing it to be lost as it is only used during training.
In contrast, we use both image and keypoint features to re-
fine the user’s prior structural knowledge and leverage the
model’s decoder for supervision, constructing a weighted
graph optimized for localization.

2.2. Structural Encoding in GNNs

Graph Transformers adapt the Transformer architecture for
graph-structured data. In the context of GNNSs, a trans-
former’s self-attention mechanism can be viewed as a mes-
sage passing between all nodes, regardless of the graph
connectivity. Three main strategies exist for incorporating
structural information into Transformers:

Positional Embedding from Graph Structure. Mi-
alon et al. and Feldman et al. [13, 23] introduce positional

encodings based on heat kernels and other graph kernels.
Dwivedi et al. [9] employed Laplacian eigenvectors as po-
sitional encodings. Building upon this, Kreuzer et al. [17]
utilized the complete spectrum of the Laplacian matrix to
learn more expressive positional encodings. Recently, Ma et
al. [22] employed random walk probabilities as relative po-
sitional encodings.

Combining Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) with
Transformers. Wu et al. [41] used GNNs to extract lo-
cal structural node features, which a Transformer then pro-
cesses to model long-range interactions. Rampdasek et
al. [28] introduced a hybrid model that combines GNN lay-
ers with self-attention layers to capture both local and global
dependencies. Similarly, Hirschorn et al. [14] replaced the
feed-forward layers of the transformers with GCNs.

Incorporating Graph Structural Bias into Self-
Attention. This strategy transforms graph structural fea-
tures into biases that directly modify the self-attention
mechanism, allowing the Transformer to capture graph-
specific characteristics better. Ying et al. [48] proposed
spatial encodings based on the shortest path lengths be-
tween nodes to model structural similarity. Zhao et al. [54]
enhanced the attention matrix by incorporating proximity-
based relationships across different node neighborhoods.
Dwivedi et al. [9] extended the graph Transformer model by
encoding edge features into the self-attention mechanism.
Wu et al. [40] introduced topological information as rela-
tional biases, improving the attention matrix’s fidelity.

Among these methods, we advocate incorporating graph
structural biases into the self-attention matrix and combin-
ing GNNs with Transformers, allowing the Transformer to
naturally understand and leverage node connectivity.

3. Method

The complete framework of our method is illustrated in Fig-
ure 3, and is based on GraphCape [14]. In this setup, the
model extracts support keypoints and query image features,
and refines them by a transformer encoder through self-
attention. A similarity proposal generator provides initial
coordinate localization, and a graph transformer decoder
then refines these initial predictions.

In the following section, we describe the key compo-
nents of our proposed approach, EdgeCape. We first present
the skeleton prediction network, the core idea of our paper.
Then, we discuss the supervision strategy for adjacency ma-
trix prediction. Next, we detail our enhanced feature ex-
traction process. Finally, we describe our use of Markovian
Attention Bias, which incorporates graph-based biases into
the Transformer’s self-attention mechanism. More details
on the complete framework and about the training scheme
are in the supplementary.
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Figure 3. Framework Overview. Our model consists of three main components: a feature extraction module, a skeleton predictor, and a
graph-based keypoint predictor. The feature extraction module processes multi-scale image features, while the skeleton predictor refines
the prior graph input by predicting residual connections. The graph-based keypoint predictor then utilizes the keypoint relations based on
the refined structure, improving keypoint localization across diverse object geometries.

3.1. Edge Weight Prediction

The core idea of our work is to learn adaptive weighted
skeletons optimized for localization and tailored to each in-
put instance. A well-designed graph emphasizes localized,
relevant connections that adapt to the unique structure of
each object. Weighted connections are crucial because they
enable the model to capture varying levels of influence be-
tween keypoints. For example, complete graphs, where all
keypoint are connected, introduce unnecessary complexity
and dilute the model’s focus with irrelevant relations. In
contrast, structural or anatomical nearest-neighbor connec-
tions are beneficial for extrapolating locations, especially
in cases of occlusion. For instance, in human pose estima-
tion, a weighted pose graph provides a strong prior for lo-
cating a person’s knee based on the thigh and foot positions,
though their relative contributions may differ in magnitude.
Moreover, training models with structural priors also helps
in learning asymmetrical features.

Therefore, instead of relying on unweighted, fixed
graphs, we aim to create adaptive weighted skeletons. To
achieve this, we predict only the residual graph structure
rather than the entire graph. By refining a reliable un-
weighted graph prior, the model leverages the structural or
anatomical relations provided by the user, a feature that be-
comes especially valuable for unseen object categories with
unfamiliar 3D structures.

Formally, we define a learnable function, fp to learn
the residual graph A A. This function leverages input prior
skeleton knowledge denoted Ao, as well as the support
image features F, and support keypoint features F'*, both
of which are crucial for structure learning. The function fy
is defined as:

AA:fG(AprioraFmFsk) (1)

The architecture of our skeleton prediction network is il-
lustrated in Figure 4. Our first step is to refine the keypoints
features to enhance their structural understanding. We find
the graph-decoder proposed in [14] effective for this pur-
pose, as it is designed to consider structural dependencies.
We observe that further refinement of the input image fea-
tures, in conjunction with the keypoint features, can signifi-
cantly improve structure learning. To achieve this, we add a
cross-attention mechanism, where the input image features
are updated by attending to the keypoint features. We re-
fer to this module as a dual-attention graph decoder, which
encourages the exchange of structural information between
the image and keypoint features. Once the feature refine-
ment is complete, we apply a multi-headed self-attention
mechanism to predict the residual adjacency matrix A A.

To ensure a smooth combination of the prior and resid-
ual matrices, while minimizing disruptions in early training,
we incorporate the zero-convolution operator used in Con-
trolNet [53]. The resulting combined matrix is then passed
through an activation function to ensure positivity:

A" = ReLU (Aprior + ¢;AA) ()

where c¢; is a learnable scalar initialized to zero, so the out-
put skeleton begins as the prior adjacency matrix Ap,ior,
stabilizing the model early in training. As training pro-
gresses, the model gradually learns to balance the contri-
butions of Ao and AA.

Lastly, we enforce adjacency matrix symmetry
and normalization to ensure proper interpretation
as a valid skeleton, and right-stochasticity. Sym-
metry is enforced by averaging the matrix with its
transpose and normalization is applied row-wise:
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Figure 4. Skeleton Predictor Model. Our skeleton predictor con-
tains a feature refinement module that uses the prior input graph
Aprior and the support image features F; to enhance the keypoint
features F¥. Self-attention is then applied to predict the residual
adjacency output AA.
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3.2. Adjacency Supervision

Optimizing the skeleton predictor using only localization
loss leads to sub-optimal results. Thus, we seek to add to the
predicted adjacency matrix a dedicated supervision signal.
However, even for humans, identifying the correct graph
structure is not always straightforward, and determining ap-
propriate edge weights is particularly challenging. Given
this uncertainty, an unsupervised approach is necessary to
learn these relations effectively. SDPNet [31] suggested us-
ing a GCN with a masking strategy to supervise the skele-
ton prediction. We advocate this strategy, as we aim for
an adjacency matrix that can help the model overcome oc-
clusions using structure. However, this requires additional
GCN training which is not used during inference. There-
fore, some of the structure data may be encoded in the GCN
weights and not only in the adjacency matrix.

Thus, we adopt the masking strategy, but instead of us-

ing an auxiliary GCN, we use the keypoint prediction mod-
ule for supervision. Optimization is done as follows: We
first randomly mask a portion of the input support keypoint
features using the vector mask M, and replace them with
a learnable masking token F),,,sx. Then, using the masked
input, we predict the query keypoint locations:

Pim:ge(MOFS+(1_M)OF77LGS]€7A?PO) o)

where o is the Hadamard product, gy is the graph-decoder of
the keypoint prediction module, P° are the predicted coor-
dinates from the proposal generator, and A is the predicted
adjacency matrix. The adjacency loss is the L; distance
between the predicted keypoints using masked features and
the ground-truth locations P:

K

Lagj =) _|P" = P (©6)

i=1

We want to encode this data into the adjacency matrix.
Therefore, during the backward pass for this loss, we freeze
the decoder’s weights and all the inputs except A, to op-
timize only the adjacency predictor. In addition, we fol-
low [19] and drop the heatmap loss used in GraphCape [14]
as we empirically notice that this loss term doesn’t improve
performance. Thus, training is done using:

L= Eoffset + Aadjﬁadm (7)

where L, rse: is the Ly localization loss as in [14]. More
details about our training scheme are in the supplementary.

3.3. Feature Extraction

Recent visual foundation models like Dino [6, 26] have
demonstrated that their self-supervised pre-trained features
can serve as powerful descriptors for semantic correspon-
dence [51]. Trained on extensive datasets, these models
are highly suited for category-agnostic applications, as they
capture generalizable features that are not bound to specific
categories. Recent efforts have focused on identifying fea-
tures best suited for semantic correspondence [2, 52]. We
aim to leverage these analyses for the task of CAPE (the dif-
ferences between the two tasks are discussed in [19, 36]).
However, GraphCape [14] showed that DinoV2 backbone
performed worse than SwinV2, indicating that Swin back-
bone is better suited for the suggested architecture (aligning
with Lin et al. [20]).

Nonetheless, we advocate the use of Dino features, as
Banani et al. [10] demonstrated that Dinov2 possesses an
intrinsic 3D structural awareness. This structural awareness
is beneficial for capturing skeletal structures — the focus
of our work. As Dino models may capture distinct prop-
erties across various network layers, relying solely on the
final layer’s features may not be optimal for localization
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Figure 5. Qualitative Comparison. We visualize keypoint predictions for the 1-shot setting. The left column shows the support data,
followed by ground-truth query keypoints, and results from different methods.

tasks. Following [10], we adopt a dense, multi-scale prob-
ing approach similar to the DPT decoder [29] to harness the
nuanced features at different scales. By freezing the pre-
trained backbone and training only the DPT layers, we pre-
serve the generalization capabilities of self-supervised fea-
tures, which are crucial for category-agnostic tasks. This
is compared to previous methods, which fine-tuned the pre-
trained backbone.

3.4. Markovian Attention Bias

In category-agnostic pose estimation (CAPE), encoding
spatial relations between keypoints enhances robust local-
ization, especially when dealing with novel objects [14, 33].
While Transformer models provide a global receptive field,
this flexibility lacks structural constraints, requiring explicit
encoding of these relations.

We build on GraphCape [14], which integrates GCN lay-
ers to propagate structural information, but these are lim-
ited to nearest-neighbor connections. To capture more com-
plex and distant dependencies, we incorporate a bias term in
the Transformer’s self-attention mechanism based on graph
connectivity [48]. To support weighted edges that represent
varying strengths in keypoint relations, we adopt a contin-
uous formulation. We follow Ma et al. [21] and treat the
normalized adjacency matrix A as a stochastic matrix repre-
senting a Markov process, where (A*);; indicates the prob-
ability of transitioning from node v; to v; in k-hops. This
enables both direct and multi-hop relations to influence at-
tention. We start by constructing the matrix P:

-Pij = [Iag»ga"'»gkil]i,j ERK (8)

where K is the maximum hops considered. Then, we use

the following self-attention term:

(hiWq) (h W)™
Vd
where the MLP: RX — R modulates the influence of key-

points based on graph distance. The full formulation and
derivation of this bias term are in the supplementary.

+ MLP(P;;) )

Qi =

4. Experiments

In line with prior CAPE works, we use the MP-100 dataset
for training and evaluation. This dataset consists of over
20,000 images drawn from various category-specific pose
estimation datasets, covering 100 object categories. Each
category includes varying numbers of keypoints, with up to
68 keypoints per category. The dataset is divided into five
distinct, mutually exclusive splits, ensuring that categories
used for training, validation, and testing do not overlap.

To evaluate our model’s performance, we use the Prob-
ability of Correct Keypoint (PCK) [46] metric, following
established practices. We set the PCK threshold to 0.2, as
commonly done in previous works. In the supplementary,
we comprehensively compare our method by including two
additional metrics: Area Under the ROC Curve (AUC) and
Normalized Mean Error (NME).

4.1. Implementation Details

For a fair comparison, training parameters, data augmenta-
tions, and data pre-processing are kept the same as in previ-
ous works. In addition, we use the smallest version of Di-
noV2 to match the backbone size of GraphCape [14]. More
implementation details are in the supplementary.



Model Backbone . . .l-Shot . . . . .S-ShOt . .

Split1 Split2 Split3 Split4 Split5 ‘ Avg Split1 Split2 Split3 Split4 Split5 ‘ Avg
POMNet [42] ResNet-50 8423 7825 78.17 78.68 79.17 | 79.70 || 8472 79.61 78.00 8038 80.85 | 80.71
CapeFormer [35] ResNet-50 89.45 84.88 8359 8353 8509 | 8531 || 91.94 8892 89.40 88.01 88.25 | 89.30
ESCAPE [24] ResNet-50 86.89 8255 8125 8172 8132 | 8274 | 9141 8743 8533 8727 86.76 | 87.63
MetaPoint+ [7] ResNet-50 9043 8559 8452 8434 8596 | 86.17 || 9258 89.63 89.98 8870 89.20 | 90.02
SDPNet [31] HRNet-32 91.54 8672 8549 8577 8726 | 87.36 || 93.68 9023 89.67 89.08 89.46 | 90.42

X-Pose [44] Swin 89.07 8505 8526 8552 8579 | 86.14 - - - - - -
PPM [27] Stable Diffusion | 91.03  88.06 8448 8673 8740 | 87.54 || 93.64 9271 9176 92.85 91.94 | 92.58
SCAPE! [19] DinoV2 9147 8629 87.23 87.07 8694 | 87.80 || 9433 9053 9149 90.68 89.80 | 91.37
GraphCape [14] SwinV2 91.19 87.81 8568 8587 8561 |87.23 || 9424 9132 90.15 9037 89.73 | 91.16
Ours | DinoV2+DPT || 93.69 89.27 87.85 86.67 87.59 | 89.01 || 9551 91.94 9133 9036 91.92 | 92.21

Table 1. MP-100 Results. PCK performance under 1-shot and 5-shot settings. Our approach outperforms other methods on the 1-shot
setting. In addition, on the 5-shot setting, we outperform similar-sized methods and reduce the performance gap with PPM [27], a method
that uses a huge pre-trained diffusion model and test-time optimization. The best results are bold, and the second-best are underlined.

Input Graph

Predicted Graph

Figure 6. Predicted Skeleton. We visualize the unnormalized
graph outputs. The left column denotes the input A,,ior and the
right column is the refined adjacency matrix. Line width corre-
sponds to edge weight. The model disconnects symmetric parts
and creates new connections that are helpful for localization.

4.2. Qualitative Results

Figure 5 provides a qualitative comparison between our
method and previous CAPE works, including Cape-
Former [36], SCAPE [19], and GraphCape [14]. Our
method’s incorporation of predicted weighted pose graphs
acts as a stronger prior for keypoint localization, effectively
breaking symmetry and enhancing localization accuracy.
Additionally, we provide a few examples of graph pre-
dictions. Figure 6 shows input prior graphs Ao and
the predicted refined graphs, which serve as inputs to the

. . DinoV2 +
SwinV2 DinoV2 DPT Probing

i

Figure 7. Feature Extraction. PCA visualization comparing
different feature extraction models. Our approach captures fine-
grained details and asymmetrical features that aid localization.

Input

graph-based keypoint prediction module. As can be seen,
our network weakens symmetric parts’ connections, which
can hurt localization. For example, the table has stronger
connections between the base and legs than between the
different corners of the base. Alternatively, it creates new
helpful connections in the human face. Finally, in Fig-
ure 7 we show PCA visualizations of our feature extraction
method compared to previous methods. Our approach cap-
tures fine-grained details and learns asymmetrical features
that enhance localization.

In the supplementary, we also demonstrate the instance
adaptability of our graph prediction module by presenting
graph examples from different instances within the same
category. Additionally, we provide additional predicted
graphs across various categories, more comparison exam-
ples, and PCA visualizations of features from different
backbones.

4.3. Quantitative Results

We report results on the MP-100 dataset under 1-shot and 5-
shot settings in Table 1. For a fair comparison, we show re-
sults using similar-sized backbones. It is worth noting, how-
ever, that PPM [27] differs from other methods as it is based

'Evaluated without keypoint identifiers, which were shown to be inap-
plicable for real-world scenarios [14, 24, 44]



Human Human
Body Face

POMNet [42] 73.82 79.63 34.92 47.27
CapeFormer [35] 83.44 80.96 45.40 52.49
ESCAPE [24] 80.60 84.13 41.39 55.49
MetaPoint+ [7] 84.32 82.21 46.51 53.67
SDPNet [31] 83.84 81.24 45.53 53.08

Method Vehicle Furniture

PPM [27] 85.13 82.44 52.08 60.59
SCAPE [19] 84.24 85.98 45.61 54.13
GraphCape [14] 88.38 83.28 44.06 45.56
Ours ‘ 88.51 89.62 45.55 64.80

Table 2. Super Cross-Category. PCK results for the super cross-
category setting. Our method outperforms others in this challeng-
ing setting across most splits, demonstrating robust generalization.
The best results are bold, and the second-best are underlined.

on the significantly larger Stable Diffusion model [32].
Moreover, it requires test-time optimization, which is un-
necessary for the other methods. Nevertheless, we include
their results for completeness. As can be seen, our method
outperforms the state-of-the-art by an average of 1.21% un-
der the 1-shot setting, and achieves the highest performance
among similar-sized methods under the 5-shot setting, with
a margin of 0.84%.

4.4. Ablation Study

Following standard practice, we conducted several ablation
studies on the MP-100 split-1 in the 1-shot setting. First, we
present a quantitative comparison in the challenging super-
category setting. Next, we analyze the contribution of each
component within our framework. Finally, we examine the
impact of different input graphs A, on performance.

In the supplementary, we provide additional ablation ex-
periments including masking query images to evaluate oc-
clusion handling, quantitative analysis and comparisons of
our adjacency matrix supervision strategy, histograms of
predicted adjacency weight changes, and evaluations with
various backbones.

Super Cross-Category. We conduct a cross-super-
category experiment following prior works to assess our
model’s generalization capacity. Splitting the MP-100
dataset into eight super-categories, we hold out each super-
category in turn and train on the rest. As shown in Table 2,
our model outperforms other methods across most splits.
We attribute much of this improvement to our proposed fea-
ture extraction, which combines a frozen DinoV2 with a
DPT decoder. This harnesses its fine-grained features for
precise localization without impairing generalization. This
outcome highlights our framework’s effectiveness in cap-
turing category-agnostic features.

Method Ablation | PCKo.
GraphCape [14] 91.19
Dino Backbone 90.34 (-0.85%)
Dino Probing 92.28 (+1.94%)

Remove Heatmap Loss
Graph Weight Prediction
Attention Bias

92.80 (+0.52%)
93.54 (+0.74%)
93.69 (+0.15%)

+ + + 4+ +

Table 3. Method Ablation. We showcase the contribution of each
of our modified components. Simple backbone replacement re-
duces accuracy, while learnable multi-resolution fusion, attention
bias, and edge weight prediction each boost performance, high-
lighting the value of complex weighted graphs for localization.

Prior Graph Input Ao, ‘ PCKy 2

Self-Connections Only 93.10
Fully-Connected Graph 92.91
Annotated Graph 93.69

Table 4. Different Prior Graph Inputs. Results using differ-
ent Aprior inputs. Testing with disconnected or fully connected
graphs shows a performance drop, as the model is designed to re-
fine rather than fully predict the structure.

Components Contribution. We base our architecture on
GraphCape [14], with Table 3 demonstrating the perfor-
mance impact of each proposed component as they are
added incrementally. Replacing the backbone initially re-
sults in a drop in accuracy, but incorporating our suggested
feature extraction method yields a substantial performance
gain. Noticeable improvements are achieved by integrating
our graph prediction model, with an additional boost pro-
vided by the Markov Attention Bias. Together, these results
underscore the value of using complex weighted graphs for
accurate localization.

The Impact of Prior Graph Input A,.;,,. To evalu-
ate the impact of the input graph structure prior, we test
our method, trained on annotated graphs, using different
graph inputs. Results are shown in Table 4. Evaluating the
model with disconnected or fully connected graphs leads to
a performance drop, as our model is designed to refine the
structure rather than predict it entirely. In the supplemen-
tary material, we provide qualitative examples and illustrate
changes in adjacency matrix weights for different Ap.;or.

5. Conclusion

We present EdgeCape, a novel CAPE method that improves
keypoint localization through predicted refined skeleton
graphs.  Unlike previous methods that treat keypoints
as isolated or use unweighted graphs, EdgeCape predicts
weighted graphs that yield superior localization accuracy.



Our approach integrates edge weight prediction with
Markovian Attention Bias to capture complex structural de-
pendencies, improving accuracy under occlusions and sym-
metry challenges. Evaluated on the MP-100 dataset, Edge-
Cape achieves state-of-the-art results in the 1-shot setting
and leads among similar-sized methods in the 5-shot set-
ting, advancing versatile, structure-aware CAPE methods.
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Supplementary Material

A. Supplementary Index

Section B presents additional experimental results for our
method, including:

* Additional metrics results on MP-100 dataset.

* Quantitative evaluations on a single-category setting.

* Predicted adjacency matrix change - histogram showing
the matrices change given different A,,;,, inputs, demon-
strating the effect of our graph prediction module.

* Method scalability - performance using different back-
bone models in various sizes.

¢ Query image masking performance comparison, demon-
strating occlusion handling.

* Adjacency matrix supervision strategy ablation study.

* Graph prediction module design ablation - the importance
of support image features for graph prediction.

* More qualitative results - including predicted graphs, and
qualitative comparisons.

* Implementation Details.

Section C provides additional details about the different
components in our method:

e Framework Overview.

e Markovian Attention Bias - Complete description and
derivation.

 Training Scheme.

B. Further Experiments

B.1. Quantitative Results - Additional Metrics

For a more complete comparison of our method, we report
two additional metrics - Area Under ROC Curve (AUC)
and Normalized Mean Error (NME) on the MP-100 dataset
1-shot setting. We evaluate CapeFormer, SCAPE, Graph-
Cape, and our method. As shown in Table 5, our method
achieves state-of-the-art also in these metrics, demonstrat-
ing the superiority of our method.

B.2. Ablation Study

Single-Category Setting. We report PCK performance
on a single-category pose estimation benchmark using the
AP-10K dataset [49], a large-scale animal pose estimation
benchmark comprising 23 animal families and 60 species.
This dataset features a unified keypoint definition and skele-
tal structure across all categories. Notably, the training and
testing category splits are not mutually exclusive, meaning
categories may appear in both sets. This setup allows us
to evaluate our method’s effectiveness in a single-category
context, where categories share common anatomical struc-
tures but exhibit species-specific variations.

12

The results are presented in Table 6. Our method outper-
forms CapeFormer [36] and GraphCape [14]. Notably, the
compared methods fine-tune their backbones, which pro-
vides an advantage in this single-category setting where
only a fixed set of keypoints is relevant. We present two ver-
sions of our method: one using a fine-tuned SwinV2 back-
bone (as in GraphCape) and another employing the feature
extractor proposed in this paper. As the results show, lever-
aging predicted weighted graphs and Markovian Attention
Bias leads to a performance gain. Moreover, although
our proposed feature extractor uses a frozen backbone, it
achieves slightly better performance than the SwinV2 fine-
tuned version.

Adjacency Matrix Change. We assess how the weights
of the adjacency matrices change. We create a histogram
of the difference between normalized Ay,;o and the nor-
malized predicted A matrix. Results are shown in Figure 8,
demonstrating that our network effectively refines the input
graph prior. This refinement involves creating new connec-
tions and adjusting the weights of existing ones, enabling
the model to better represent structural relationships.

Method Scalability. We assess our model’s performance
using backbones of varying sizes to explore the trade-off
between accuracy and efficiency. Results are shown in ta-
ble 7. As anticipated, larger backbones yield improved
performance due to their increased capacity for feature ex-
traction and representation. However, these improvements
come at the cost of greater computational requirements
and model size. For comparison, we include results using
GraphCape’s [14] original SwinV2 backbone. This com-
parison underscores the advantages of our weighted graph
refinement approach. Nevertheless, as hypothesized in the
main paper, the performance gap is less pronounced be-
cause Dino features, utilized in our model, offer inherent
3D structural awareness. This capability is crucial for accu-
rately predicting and refining structural relationships, mak-
ing Dino a particularly suitable choice for our task.

Handling Occlusions. To demonstrate the effect of
weighted graph information in handling occlusions, we ap-
plied random partial masking to the query images before
executing our algorithm. As shown in Figure 9, our method
consistently surpasses GraphCape when parts of the query
images are masked, accurately predicting keypoints.

Adjacency Matrix Supervision. To evaluate the effec-
tiveness of our unsupervised masking strategy, we first test



Model AUC 1 NME |
Split1 Split2 Split3 Split4 Split5 | Avg || Split1 Split2 Split3 Split4 Split5 | Avg
CapeFormer [36] 88.64 8639 86.18 8581 8651 | 8670 || 0.088 0.110 0.111 0116 0.108 | 0.106
SCAPE (DinoV2) [19] || 89.85 87.41 87.85 87.09 87.72 | 87.98 || 0.074 0099 0.093 0.096 0.096 | 0.092
GraphCape [14] 89.08 87.69 8697 87.01 86.67 | 87.48 || 0.083 0.097 0.103 0.104 0.107 | 0.099
Ours | 90.88 8835 88.17 87.69 88.00 | 88.62 || 0.064 0.090 0.090 0.097 0.093 | 0.088

Table 5. MP-100 Additional Metrics. AUC and NME performance under a 1-shot setting. Our approach outperforms other methods. The
best results are bold.
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Figure 8. Adjacency Matrix Change Histogram. A histogram showing the weight changes of our predicted weighted graph. We show
the change given different A, inputs. The x-axis shows the change and the y-axis is the log-frequency. The dashed red line shows no
change in edge weight.

Model Metric Query Image Masking vs PCK
ode PCK + AUC 1 NME | -
CapeFormer™* [36] 8744 8641  0.094 ”

GraphCape* [14] 89.54 8722  0.086 ” \
Ours (SwinV2)* 89.90 87.29 0.085 1 _ aokQuery - Ours
Ours (Din0V2 + DPT) 89.93 87.63 0.081 881 s Mask Query - GraphCape \.
g7 | === Mask Query - CapeFormer (Swin)

5 10 15 20 25 30

Table 6. AP-10K Results. PCK, AUC, and NME results for the Masking Percentage %
single-category AP-10K benchmark. [*] methods fine-tune their
backbone. The best results are bold. Figure 9. Handling Occlusions. Quantitative results when mask-

ing the query image. Our method consistently surpasses Graph-
Cape, leveraging cues provided by the weighted graph structure to

Backbone ‘ GraphCape [14] ~ Ours overcome information gaps in the query images.
SwinV2 91.19 91.52
DinoV2 + DPT 92.80 93.69

GCN to reconstruct masked inputs. With this approach,
we achieve 92.89% accuracy, compared to 93.69% using
our decoder-based reconstruction strategy — a decrease of

DinoV2-B + DPT - 94.10

Table 7. Different Backbones. PCK results using different back- . - .
bones for GraphCape [14] and our method. Our method outper- 0.8%. This drop supports our hypothesis that structural in-

forms GraphCape with the same backbone and demonstrates scal- formation is embedded within the auxiliary GCN weights
ability with larger backbones. Results also highlight the benefits and thus lost during inference.
of Dino features, which exhibit 3D structural awareness.
Graph Prediction Module Design. We highlight the im-
portance of utilizing whole-image features for skeleton pre-
the performance using the GCN reconstruction approach diction rather than just keypoint features. Incorporating
proposed by Ren et al. [31], which utilizes an auxiliary cross-attention with support image features in the skele-
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Input Graph

Predicted Graph

Zoom In

Figure 10. Instance Adaptability. We visualize an example of instance adaptability. The left column denotes the input Apr;or and the
right column is the refined adjacency matrix. In the top row, we see a graph input of a panda body, where all keypoints are visible. In the
bottom row, as some keypoints are occluded (node 15), the input graph includes isolated nodes (node 16). Our predicted graph connects

this isolated node to enhance localization.

ton prediction network achieves 93.54% PCK. In contrast,
excluding image features results in a performance drop to
93.43% (-0.11%), demonstrating the value of leveraging
global context for accurate graph refinement.

B.3. Additonal Qualitative Results

Figure 10 illustrates the instance adaptability of our graph
prediction module. Specifically, we present two input
graphs of a panda body: one where all keypoints are vis-
ible, and another where some keypoints are occluded, re-
sulting in isolated nodes in the input graph. As shown,
our graph prediction module generates different graphs for
instances of the same category based on the input. No-
tably, the predicted graph connects the isolated node, en-
hancing localization accuracy. In addition, Figure 11 il-
lustrates additional skeleton predictions. We also present
in Figure 12 additional qualitative comparison of Cape-
former [35], SCAPE [19], GraphCape [14], and our model
on various categories.

B.4. Implementation Details

For a fair comparison, training parameters, data augmenta-
tions, and data pre-processing are kept the same as in pre-

14

vious works. In addition, the backbone size was matched
to GraphCape, thus we used the smallest (20M parame-
ters) version of DinoV2. The graph predicting network,
encoder, and keypoint prediction decoder have 3 layers.
For the Markovian Bias Attention, we use a maximum of
K = 4 hops, and for L,4; we mask 50% of keypoints, using
Aadj = 1. The model is built upon MMPose framework [8],
trained using Adam optimizer with a batch size of 16, the
learning rate is 1075, and decays by 10x on the 160th and
180th epoch. Each phase is trained for 100 epochs. Train-
ing takes ~ 1 day on a single Nvidia A100 GPU. The fea-
ture extraction DPT decoder is based on the official code
from [10]. Evaluation of SCAPE [19] was done by remov-
ing the keypoint identifiers (which were shown to be inap-
plicable for real-world scenarios [14, 24, 44]) and training a
network using their official code. We also used GraphCape
and CapeFormer official code for evaluation and visualiza-
tions.



Input Graph Predicted Graph Input Graph Predicted Graph
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Figure 11. Predicted Skeleton. We visualize the unnormalized graph outputs. The left column denotes the input A0 and the right
column is the refined adjacency matrix. Line width corresponds to edge weight. The model disconnects symmetric parts and creates new
connections that are helpful for localization.
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CapeFromer [36] SCAPE [19] GraphCape [14] EdgeCape

Figure 12. Qualitative Comparison. We visualize keypoints predictions for the 1-shot setting. The left column denotes the support
image with its corresponding skeleton. The second column is the ground-truth query keypoints. The following columns are results from
CapeFormer, SCAPE, GraphCape, and our method.
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C. Method Details
C.1. Framework Overview

We base our method on GraphCape [14], introducing three

main architectural modifications:

» Updating the feature extraction module.

e Incorporating Markov Bias attention in the graph-
decoder.

* Adding a graph-prediction module.

These modifications are detailed in the main paper, while
below we provide a brief overview of GraphCape’s archi-
tecture for completeness. For full details, please refer to the
original paper.

* Feature Extractor: A pre-trained model extracts fea-
tures from support and query images, resulting in the
query feature map Fq € R"XC and support keypoint
features F, € RE*C. Support keypoint features are de-
rived by element-wise multiplication between the support
image’s feature map and keypoint masks, created using
Gaussian kernels centered at the support keypoints. In
multi-shot scenarios (e.g., 5-shot), the average of support
keypoint features across images in feature space is taken.

* Transformer Encoder: The transformer encoder fuses
information between support keypoint and query patch
features. Support keypoints and query features are con-
catenated before entering the self-attention layer and sep-
arated afterward. The output is the refined query feature
map F, and refined support keypoint features F.

* Similarity-Aware Proposal Generator: GraphCape
builds on CapeFormer’s two-stage approach, first generat-
ing initial keypoint predictions, which are then refined via
a DETR-based transformer decoder. The proposal gener-
ator aligns support keypoint features with query features,
producing similarity maps from which peaks are selected
as similarity-aware proposals. To enhance efficiency and
adaptability, a trainable inner-product mechanism [34] is
used to explicitly model similarity.

¢ Graph Transformer Decoder: A transformer decoder
network decodes keypoint locations from the query fea-
ture map. Each layer contains self-attention, cross-
attention, and feed-forward blocks. In this design, Graph-
Cape replaces the original transformer decoder’s feed-
forward network with a GCN-based module to incorpo-
rate structural priors. To prevent excessive smoothing—a
common issue in deep GCNs that can blur node distinc-
tions and degrade performance—GraphCape adds a linear
layer for each node following the GCN layer. Each de-
coder layer predicts coordinate deltas for prior predictions
using an iterative refinement strategy [3, 38, 55]. The up-
dated coordinates are created as follows:

P = o(o™H(P!) + MLP(FL™))
1

(10)

where o and o~ are the sigmoid and its inverse. Ad-
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Figure 13. Graph Decoder Prediction Layer. Overview of the
Transformer decoder architecture, adapted from the GraphCape
design. The decoder consists of self-attention, cross-attention, and
a graph-based feed-forward network. We incorporate a Marko-
vian Attention Bias into the self-attention mechanism to encourage
structural keypoint interactions. Self-attention facilitates adaptive
interactions among support keypoints, while cross-attention ex-
tracts localization information from the input features. Finally, the
decoder refines keypoint features and outputs location predictions.

ditionally, the decoder leverages predicted coordinates
to provide enhanced reference points for feature pooling
from the image feature map. The keypoints’ positions
from the last layer are used as the final prediction.

C.2. Markovian Attention Bias

In category-agnostic pose estimation, encoding spatial rela-
tions between keypoints is beneficial for robust localization,
especially when dealing with novel objects [14, 33]. Trans-
former models naturally have a global receptive field, al-
lowing each node (or token) to attend to all others within
a layer. However, this flexibility introduces a challenge:
Transformers lack inherent structural constraints, so posi-
tional dependencies must be explicitly encoded to reflect
local relations. While this is often done in sequence data
through absolute or relative positional encodings, graphs
pose a different challenge, as nodes are not arranged lin-



early and connectivity is defined by edges.

Our approach aims to better utilize the structural depen-
dencies between keypoints for CAPE. We build on the foun-
dations set by GraphCape [14], which incorporates GCN
layers into the feed-forward layers to propagate structural
information. However, the GCN layers used in that model
were limited by their fixed, nearest-neighbor receptive field,
which restricts the model’s ability to capture more complex
or distant connections between keypoints.

Thus, we further integrate the graph-prior into the archi-
tecture. We follow Ying et al. [48], adding a bias term based
on graph connectivity to the self-attention mechanism in the
decoder. Denote a;; as the (i, j)-element of the Query-Key
product attention matrix a, resulting in:

o = (WQ)(h W)
ij — \/Zl

where by (., ;) 1s a learnable scalar indexed by é(vi, v5),
and is unique for each attention head. Unlike the limited
receptive field in GCN, using by (o, ;) enables each node
in a single Transformer layer to adaptively attend to all other
nodes based on the graph’s structural information. ¢(v;, v;)
is usually the distance of the shortest path (SPD) between
v; and v; if the two nodes are connected.

This bias term is highly effective in capturing gen-
eral structure, boosting the performance of GraphCape by
around 0.5%. However, it assumes a discrete distance be-
tween nodes and is applicable for unweighted adjacency
matrices. Our primary objective is to predict real-valued
edges, representing the strength of the structural keypoints
connections. Thus, we follow Ma et al. [21] and treat the
normalized adjacency matrix A as a right stochastic matrix.
We differentiate their implementation by using the bias at-
tention mechanism instead of relative positional encoding.

A stochastic matrix is commonly used to describe the
transitions in a Markov chain, where each element (A);;
represents the probability of moving from one state (or
node) v; to another state v; in a single step. Specifically,
the entry (Zk)ij gives the probability of transitioning from
node v; to node v; in exactly k-hops. This process allows
us to capture both direct and indirect relations between key-
points, enabling the model to consider more distant key-
points that may influence localization. Thus, like Ma et al.
[21], we build the following matrix:

+ b¢,(vi’vj) (11D

Py=I,A A% . A1, e RE (12)
where I is the identity matrix and the parameter K controls
the maximum number of hops considered. We incorporate
this graph characteristic into our model’s attention mech-
anism to enable more nuanced and flexible structural pri-
ors. The complete decoder layer is illustrated in Figure 13.
Based on Equations 11 and 12, we use the following bias
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term:

(hiWq)(h;Wk)"

J \/g ( J)
where MLP: REX — R, modulates the influence of key-
points based on their distance in the graph (i.e., the number
of hops between them). This formulation results in a con-
tinuous and learnable structure-based bias term.

13)

C.3. Training Scheme

When we attempt to directly integrate the adjacency matrix
predictor and the self-attention bias mechanism, we observe
only a small impact on the model’s performance. Changing
the adjacency matrix while training the bias attention MLP
results in unstable training. Thus, we first train our base
model and fine-tune each added component.

We begin by training the base model and establishing
strong foundational features necessary for robust localiza-
tion. We follow [19] and drop the heatmap loss used in
GraphCape [14] as we empirically notice that this loss term
doesn’t improve performance. Thus, optimization is done
using L, ¢fse¢ Which is the Ly localization loss as in [14].
Once the model has converged, we freeze the feature extrac-
tor module and integrate the skeleton predictor. This stage
allows the model to further adapt by incorporating specific
structural insights provided by the skeleton predictor. For
this phase, we add the adjacency loss, resulting in:

L= £offset + )\adjcadjv (14)
In the final phase, we maintain the frozen feature extractor
and freeze the skeleton predictor. Then, we integrate the
Markovian bias attention. This final stage allows the model
to strengthen the model’s capacity to interpret spatial de-
pendencies between keypoints.

This three-phase approach allows each component to in-
tegrate structural encoding progressively, enhancing accu-
racy through a stable framework.
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