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Abstract—Weakly Supervised Semantic Segmentation (WSSS),
which leverages image-level labels, has garnered significant at-
tention due to its cost-effectiveness. The previous methods mainly
strengthen the inter-class differences to avoid class semantic
ambiguity which may lead to erroneous activation. However,
they overlook the positive function of some shared information
between similar classes. Categories within the same cluster share
some similar features. Allowing the model to recognize these
features can further relieve the semantic ambiguity between these
classes. To effectively identify and utilize this shared information,
in this paper, we introduce a novel WSSS framework called
Prompt Categories Clustering (PCC). Specifically, we explore the
ability of Large Language Models (LLMs) to derive category
clusters through prompts. These clusters effectively represent
the intrinsic relationships between categories. By integrating
this relational information into the training network, our model
is able to better learn the hidden connections between cate-
gories. Experimental results demonstrate the effectiveness of our
approach, showing its ability to enhance performance on the
PASCAL VOC 2012 dataset and surpass existing state-of-the-art
methods in WSSS.

Index Terms—Weakly-Supervised Learning, Semantic Segmen-
tation, GPT-Prompt, Categories Cluster

I. INTRODUCTION

Weakly supervised semantic segmentation (WSSS) utilizes
image-level labels to achieve dense pixel segmentation. Re-
cently, many WSSS methods [[1]]-[4] rely on the Vision Trans-
former (ViT) architecture [5]], since ViT can capture global
feature interactions through self-attention blocks. However, the
self-attention mechanism in ViT tends to act as a low-pass
filter, diminishing input signal variance and leading to over-
smoothing of patch tokens [|6]. To address this issue, ToCo [7]
proposed token contrastive loss for intra-class compactness
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Fig. 1. (a) In tradtional ViT-based WSSS method, only the ViT tokens
represent image patchs are used for classification. (b) In our PPC, we use
GPT to judge the cluster category each image belongs to and generate cluster
token that contains shared class information to enhance ViT patch tokens.

and inter-class separability to mitigate over-smoothing CAM.
And MCTformer+ (8] proposed a Contrastive-Class-Token
module to enhance the learning of discriminative class tokens
to better capture the unique properties of each class. However,
these methods [6]], [9], [[10] focus only on identifying differ-
ences between different classes, overlooking the positive func-
tion of latent information shared among similar categories. We
argue that category clustering can find the shared information
between categories, and injecting this information into patch
tokens can achieve a more accurate semantic representation
of image patches. This approach helps alleviate the semantic
ambiguity caused by excessive smoothing of patch features in
ViT.

To achieve category similarity clustering, we propose an
effective approach called Prompt categories cluster (PPC, see
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Fig. 2. The overall framework of PPC is as follows: First, ViT is used to generate image patch tokens. A category list, covering all categories in the dataset,
is processed by GPT to cluster these categories and determine which clusters the input image belongs to. In cluster vector, 1 indicates belonging to the cluster,
0 indicates not belonging, and then the cluster vector is multiplied by a learnable matrix to obtain a cluster token that contains cluster information. The cluster
token is concatenated with the patch tokens and input into a HV-BiLSTM to generate refined tokens. Finally, refined tokens are passed through patch classifier
to obtain patch predictions, and we perform top-k pooling on the predictions to obtain image predictions and conduct MCE loss with image GT label.

Fig. [I[b)), leveraging prompts through LLM to extract in-
trinsic relationships between categories. The motivation stems
from the fact that LLM integrate knowledge from various
perspectives to account for category similarities, enabling
more effective clustering of similar categories and improv-
ing the model performance. Our main contributions are
threefold: (1) We introduce a novel ViT-based framework
that incorporates prompt categories alongside current category
labels as learnable tokens, enhancing the WSSS approach. (2)
We develop an automated clustering method driven by GPT
prompts, utilizing the knowledge of Large Language Models
(LLMs) to automatically cluster categories, facilitating better
information exchange between images of different classes. (3)
Our proposed framework demonstrates superior performance
compared to other state-of-the-art methods on the segmenta-
tion task using the PASCAL VOC 2012 dataset.

II. METHODOLOGY

In this section, we present the overall architecture and main
components of our method. We begin by offering an overview
of our PPC WSSS framework in Sec[lI-A] Subsequently, in
Sec[lI-B] we present our proposed self-refine Prompt method
in detail, it uses GPT to cluster categories with similar
features. Finally, in Sec. [I-=C| we incorporate category cluster
information as learnable tokens within the ViT framework
during model training. The objective is to enhance the ability
of model to learn easily confused similar information within
similar classes, thereby improving the quality of pseudo-label
and ultimately enhancing semantic segmentation performance.

A. Overall Framework

An overview of our proposed PCC framework is presented
in Fig. 2} The network is trained to infer patch-level labels

using tokens formed by concatenating original ViT patch
tokens and cluster token as our used tokens for WSSS training.
Subsequently, the concated patch tokens are further refined
through an HV-BiLSTM module in [11]. Then we use a MLP-
based patch classifier to predict patch-to-category labels and
generate pseudo-labels. These pseudo-labels are refined using
Conditional Random Fields (CRF) [12] to produce the final
pseudo-labels. Finally, the refined pseudo-labels are utilized
as input to train a DeepLabv2 [13] model, achieving the final
semantic segmentation results.

B. Self-Refine Prompt for Cluster

Algorithm 1: Self-Refine category clusters generation
Input

: category list [, LLM M, initial prompt pgcn,
refine prompt Prefine, Stop condition s()

Output: category clusters z;

1 2o = M(pgen H l),
2 for iteration t € {0,1,...} do
3 Zt+1 = M(preﬁne || Zt);

4 if s(zt41,2t,...20) then
5 L break:
6 return z;;

The motivation for clustering categories stems from our
observation that, in previous works, since they expect the
distance between different classes to be as large as possible
and the distance between same classes to be as small as
possible, the model tends to treat the distances between classes
as equidistant, regardless of their intrinsic similarities. For
example, the model perceives equal distances from “cat” to
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classes missing or extra? Please list the
[cluster name] classes again

Given a list of classes, your task is to
categorize these into clusters based on
their common characteristics

(a) Refine prompt (b) Initial prompt

Vehicle: {airplane, bicycle, boat, bus, car, motorcycle, train}
Animal: {bird, cat, cow, dog, horse, sheep}

Wheeled Vehicle: {bicycle, bus, car, motorcycle}

(c) Sample of Category Clusters

Fig. 3. (a) is the refined prompt template; (b) is the initial prompt template;
(c) is the samples of category clusters.

both “dog” and “car”. In fact, “cat” and “dog” are more similar
to each other, whereas “cat” and “car” are completely different
objects. To strengthen the relationships between classes, we
abstract more detailed cluster information at the class level.
Specifically, we leverage the powerful capabilities of LLMs
to assign different cluster tags to these classes. However,
due to the inherent instability of LLMs [14]], the cluster
tags may lack sufficient reliability. To enhance robustness,
we designed a self-refining prompt method for clustering
categories, as detailed in Algo. [I] and represented by the
Category Cluster module in Fig. 2] This module is used to
determine which cluster categories the input image belongs
to, thereby generating a cluster vector containing clustering
information.

In detail, given the list of all categories [ in dataset, the
initial prompt pee, (Fig. b)) is inputted into GPT-40 represent
as M to generate initial cluster tags of each category. Then
we designed a refinement prompt (Fig. 3fa)) to refine the
initial cluster tags, and the stop condition is set to terminate
the iteration when the prompt results stabilize and remain
unchanged after multiple iterations. Fig. [3(c) shows some
samples of our generated category clusters by above steps.

C. Category Cluster Tokens for WSSS

To enrich category information, we incorporate clusters as
additional tokens within the training framework. These tokens
enable the network to better capture similarity information
across different categories. Specifically, we concatenate ViT
tokens with cluster tokens to form the final input tokens, opti-
mizing the ability of model to leverage inter-class similarities.
For instance, compared to the label “car”, the label “cat” is
more similar to “dog”. As a result, both cats and dogs fall into
clusters such as “animal” or “pet”, reflecting shared contextual
characteristics.

The pipeline of our method is illustrated in Fig. [2] The
input image X with dimensions R"*%*3 is inputted to ViT
encoder to get patch tokens F,, € R**¢, where s = (n/d)?
represents the number of tokens and e is the dimension of each
token. In practice, images are resized to the same h and w, so
n = h = w here and d is the patch size. We design a cluster
vector u € R” to indicate which clusters X belongs to, each
element u; € {0,1} indicates the presence (1) or absence (0)
of cluster category ¢, with L representing the number of all
category clusters. A learnable matrix G € RE*H maps the

cluster vector u to cluster token F, € RY,
as follows:

which is computed

F.=u4"-G. (D)

Then we connect F. to each patch token, so that we
can get the concated tokens Fj, € R*(etH) Tt allows
the WSSS framework to better perceive cluster information,
further enhancing the overall segmentation performance.

We use HV-BiLSTM to refine the concated tokens F3,, to get
identical dimensions refined tokens F,; € Rs*(¢+H) Given
the feature maps Fj,;, we further introduce a one-layer MLP
patch classifier with weight matrix W e R(eHH)*C with C
representing the total number of classes. Employing MLP and
SoftMax operations, we derive predictions Z € R**¢ from
the patch classifier:

7 = softmax (F,,;W), 2)

the variable Z represents the patch predictions for semantic
segmentation. These patch predictions are required to be trans-
formed into image class predictions, facilitating the utilization
of image-level labels for network supervision. This conversion
is crucial to ensure accurate loss computation and alignment of
predictions with the image-level labels. We use Top-K pooling
to get the image class predictions p. of class c:

k
1
Pe %Z Top-k(ZS) and je{1,...,s}, (3)

in which Top-k(-) represents selecting top k patches with
highest prediction values of class c. This ensures that the final
image predictions are not dominated by any anomalous patch.

We minimize multi-label classification prediction error
(MCE) between the predicted image labels p. and image
ground truth label y,:

1
6 ZBCE(ymp(‘)

CEC

= —*Zyclog pc

ceC

LycE =

4)
+ (1 = ye) log(1 = pe),

where C' represents the classes within the dataset and BCE is
the binary cross-entropy loss.

During the inference stage, we use the patch classifier to
get patches softmax class predictions Z. Subsequently, an
interpolation algorithm is applied on Z to get the pixel softmax
predictions of the input image. Finally, argmax operation is
applied on interpolated Z along C' dimension to get the class
pseudo label of each pixel.

III. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we describe the experimental setting, includ-
ing dataset, evaluation metrics and implementation details. We
then compare our method with state-of-the-art approaches on
PASCAL VOC 2012 [15]. Finally, we perform ablation studies
to validate the effectiveness of our proposed method.
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Fig. 4. Visualization of segmentation results on the val set of PASCAL VOC.

A. Experimental Settings

Dataset and Evaluated Metric. We conducted our exper-
iments on the Pascal VOC 2012 dataset [15]], which includes
20 categories plus a background class. Typically, this dataset
is augmented with the SBD dataset [16]], resulting in a total of
10,582 images with image-level annotations for training and
1,449 images for validation. For performance metric, we use
mean Intersection-Over-Union (mloU).

Implementation Details. In our experiments, we utilize the
ViT-B/16 model as encoder. Images are resized to 384 x 384
during training [17], and we divide the image to 24 x 24
patches with patch size 16. The model is trained with a batch
size of 16 and for a maximum of 50 epochs using two NVIDIA
4090 GPUs. We employ the Adam optimizer and schedule
the learning rate as follows: a learning rate of 10~2 for the
initial two epochs, followed by training with a learning rate
of 10~* until convergence. The Top-K pooling maintain %
= 6 during training. During inference, the input images are
scaled to 960 x 960. For the semantic segmentation stage,
we employed DeepLab V2 [13] to train the model through
dense pixel pseudo labels we get before. Finally, we refine
the segmentation results using CRF [12]].

TABLE I
PSEUDO LABEL PERFORMANCE COMPARISON

method Pub. Backbone  mloU

SIPE [18] CVPR22  ResNet50 58.6
USAGE [19] ICCV23 ResNet38 72.8
FPR [20] ICCV23 ResNet38 68.5
ToCo [21] CVPR23  ViT-B/16 70.5
SFC [22] AAAI24  ViT-B/16 73.7
PPC Ours ViT-B/16 74.8

B. Comparison with State-of-the-arts

Comparison of Pseudo labels. Our PPC method effectively
utilizes shared information between similar categories to help
model better distinguish similar classes to alleviate semantic
ambiguity between these classes. As shown in Tab. [l our
approach has a significant superiority compared with the
current SOTA methods in pseudo-label quality.

Improvements in Segmentation Results. To assess our
method, we train DeepLab V2 with generated pseudo labels

TABLE 11
SEMANTIC SEGMENTATION PERFORMANCE COMPARISON

Model Pub. Backbone  Val
MCTformer [23] CVPR22 DeiT-S 61.7
SIPE [18] CVPR22 ResNet50  58.6
ViT-PCM 5] ECCV22 ViT-B/16 69.3
TSCD [24] AAAI23 MiT-Bl 67.3
SAS [25] AAAI23 ViT-B/16 69.5
FPR [20] ICCV23 ResNet38  70.0
SFC [22] AAAI24 ViT-B/16 71.2
TIACD [26] ICASSP24  ViT-B/16 714
PPC Ours ViT-B/16 72.2

and compare the segmentation results on validation set of PAS-
CAL VOC with previous state-of-the-art methods in Tab.
Our PPC shows significant performance improvement. The
qualitative segmentation results as shown in Fig. |4] also show
our method can get more accurate segmentation results.

TABLE III
ABLATION STUDIES ON THE IMPACT OF CLASS ADDITIONAL TOKEN AND
CLUSTER ADDITIONAL TOKEN

original-framework  class additional token  cluster additional token = mloU
v 68.6%
v v 69.8%
v v 72.2%

C. Ablation Studies

To verify the effectiveness of additional cluster token, We
conduct some ablation studies in Tab. Firstly, we concate
the class token of ViT to the patch tokens, which show about
1.2% improvement compared with original ViT framework
which only use patch tokens. It proves the importance of
adding class related information to the patch token. However,
the class token can only provide information about itself,
which can not assist the model in identifying similar infor-
mation between classes. In our work, we incorporated cluster
information, which is generated by GPT-prompt, as additional
tokens to the patch token, achieving a 3.6% improvement in
mloU in the validation set. This strongly demonstrates the
effectiveness of our proposed cluster token and proves the
importance of learning shared features within similar classes.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this work, we propose a PPC approach for WSSS. Unlike
previous frameworks that rely on single image inputs, we
utilize GPT prompts to generate category clusters, effectively
representing the similarity information between classes. Ad-
ditionally, we incorporate the generated cluster information
as additional tokens into the existing framework to further
enhance the perception of similar classes. By applying these
two components to a robust baseline, we achieve SOTA results
in WSSS using only image labels.
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