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Abstract— Acquiring sufficient ground-truth supervision to
train deep visual models has been a bottleneck over the years
due to the data-hungry nature of deep learning. This is exac-
erbated in some structured prediction tasks, such as semantic
segmentation, which require pixel-level annotations. This work
addresses weakly supervised semantic segmentation (WSSS), with
the goal of bridging the gap between image-level annotations
and pixel-level segmentation. To achieve this, we propose, for
the first time, a novel group-wise learning framework for WSSS.
The framework explicitly encodes semantic dependencies in a
group of images to discover rich semantic context for estimating
more reliable pseudo ground-truths, which are subsequently
employed to train more effective segmentation models. In par-
ticular, we solve the group-wise learning within a graph neural
network (GNN), wherein input images are represented as graph
nodes, and the underlying relations between a pair of images
are characterized by graph edges. We then formulate semantic
mining as an iterative reasoning process which propagates the
common semantics shared by a group of images to enrich node
representations. Moreover, in order to prevent the model from
paying excessive attention to common semantics, we further
propose a graph dropout layer to encourage the graph model
to capture more accurate and complete object responses. With
the above efforts, our model lays the foundation for more
sophisticated and flexible group-wise semantic mining. We con-
duct comprehensive experiments on the popular PASCAL VOC
2012 and COCO benchmarks, and our model yields state-of-
the-art performance. In addition, our model shows promising
performance in weakly supervised object localization (WSOL) on
the CUB-200-2011 dataset, demonstrating strong generalizabil-
ity. Our code is available at: https://github.com/Lixy1997/Group-
WSSS.

Index Terms— Semantic segmentation, weakly supervised
learning, group-wise learning, graph neural networks, object
localization, neural attention.
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I. INTRODUCTION

SEMANTIC segmentation is a fundamental task in com-
puter vision, aiming to predict a semantic category for

each pixel in an image. It can benefit a wide variety of
applications including image editing [3], [4], visual analysis
and understanding [5], [6] and medical diagnosis [7], [8].
With the recent renaissance of deep neural networks, semantic
segmentation has achieved tremendous progress. However,
most leading approaches fall into a fully supervised paradigm
[9]–[11], requiring massive amounts of pixel-level anno-
tated training data, which are extremely expensive and
time-consuming to obtain. In contrast, the weak supervision
alternatives, e.g., image-level tags, scribbles or bounding-
box annotations, are less costly. Thus, it is of interest to
explore the potential of these weak supervision cues to pro-
vide a data-efficient solution for semantic segmentation. This
work aims to address weakly supervised semantic segmenta-
tion (WSSS) under the supervision of image-level tags, which
can be obtained effortlessly.

WSSS based on image tags is extremely challenging
because fine-grained pixel-level annotations, which are typi-
cally required for semantic segmentation, are difficult to obtain
from class labels. Starting from the pioneering work [12], most
studies follow a two-stage pipeline for WSSS (see Fig. 1). The
first stage aims at obtaining pseudo ground-truths by recog-
nizing the discriminative regions based on class activation
maps (CAMs), while the second stage employs these pseudo
ground-truths to train a semantic segmentation network. How-
ever, CAMs are limited in only highlighting the most dis-
criminative object parts rather than the whole object regions,
causing unsatisfactory performance. Numerous approaches
have been introduced to alleviate this problem. For example,
some approaches [13]–[15] manipulate internal feature maps
to guide the network to perceive easily ignored but essential
parts, while others [16]–[19] adopt self-ensembling or self-
supervision to improve object localization.

However, the mainstream methods mentioned above are
merely based on single images (Fig. 2 (a)), ignoring the
valuable semantic context existing in a group of images. Very
recent studies [20], [21] utilize Siamese networks to model
the relations between a pair of images, leading to a pair-wise
solution (Fig. 2 (b)). These approaches have proven effective
in locating more accurate object regions. However, seeking
relations between two images at a time is still limited when it
comes to capturing substantial semantic context. In this work,
we introduce a more promising, and fundamentally different
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Fig. 1. Mainstream two-stage pipeline for WSSS with (1) pseudo
ground-truth generation and (2) semantic segmentation. Our work follows
this pipeline, but introduces a novel group-wise learning framework to achieve
better pseudo ground-truths.

group-wise solution (Fig. 2 (c)), which comprehensively mines
richer semantics from a group of images. Our main motivation
is that the availability of image groups containing instances
of the same semantic classes can make up for the absence
of detailed supervisory information. From this perspective,
we hypothesize that it is desirable to take advantage of all
available information for WSSS, including not only individual
image properties, but also group-level synergetic relationships.

Based on the above analysis, we propose a novel deep learn-
ing model for WSSS. Unlike previous pair-wise approaches,
our model aims for group-wise semantic mining to cap-
ture more comprehensive relations among input images.
Specifically, we develop an efficient, end-to-end trainable
graph neural network (GNN), and conduct recursive reason-
ing for group-wise semantic understanding. In our graph,
the nodes represent a group of input images, and edges
describe pair-wise relations between two connected images.
We consider two images as connected only if they share
common semantic objects with each other, and their relation
is then characterized by an elaborately designed co-attention
mechanism. Through iterative message passing, the informa-
tion from individual elements can be efficiently integrated
and broadcasted over the graph structure. In this way, our
model is capable of leveraging explicit semantic dependen-
cies among images to obtain better node representations.
However, this graph reasoning strategy mainly focuses on
co-occurring semantics in input images, ignoring isolated
objects. To address this, we further introduce a graph dropout
layer, which can be seamlessly integrated into the GNN
for iterative inference. The graph dropout layer selectively
suppresses the most salient objects, forcing the network to
be biased toward other less salient counterparts.

The proposed method has two appealing characteristics
over single-image and pair-wise methods. (1) It is capable
of learning semantic relations from an arbitrary number of
images using a flexible GNN framework. The GNN also
empowers our model to inherit the complementary strengths
of neural networks in learning capability and graphical models
in structure representations. (2) Our model conducts multi-
step, iterative inference to collect contextual knowledge for
updating image representations. This is more favorable than
directly producing image representations by one-step infer-
ence, as done in previous approaches.

Since all components in our model are differentiable, the
whole network is fully end-to-end trainable. We perform

extensive experiments on two popular WSSS benchmarks (i.e.,
PASCAL VOC 2012 [22] and COCO [23]), and our model
achieves consistent improvement in performance over the cur-
rent state of the arts. Furthermore, we showcase the advantages
and generalizability of our group-wise learning framework via
the weakly supervised object localization (WSOL) task. Our
model again shows superior performance on the widely used
CUB-200-2011 dataset [24].

In summary, our main contributions are four-fold: (1) To the
best of our knowledge, we are the first to propose group-wise
semantic mining for WSSS, which significantly outperforms
existing single-image and pair-wise based approaches. (2) We
proffer a graph-aware solution to discover comprehensive
semantic context from a group of images within an effec-
tive iterative reasoning process. (3) We introduce edge-aware
supervision to enforce the learning of common semantics
shared by a pair of images, thereby directly propagating
group-wise errors backward to guide the network training.
(4) Our model is evaluated on WSSS and WSOL tasks, and the
results demonstrate its superiority and high generalizability.

An earlier conference version of this manuscript appeared
in [25]. This paper makes several new contributions. (1) We
demonstrate the generalizability of the proposed group-wise
learning framework to the WSOL task (Sections V and VI-B).
(2) We introduce a novel multi-granular supervision loss
(Section IV-D) which enables explicit supervision of
group-wise semantic mining, yielding consistent performance
improvements (see Table IV)). (3) We also provide a more
through overview of the recent work on weakly supervised
semantic segmentation and object localization, graph neural
networks as well as visual learning from multiple images
(Section II). (4) We report much more experimental results and
conduct failure case analysis (Section VI-E) for comprehensive
and in-depth examinations of our model.

II. RELATED WORK

Our work is related to four lines of research, i.e., weakly
supervised semantic segmentation, weakly supervised object
localization, graph neural networks, and visual learning from
multiple images. We discuss each of them in the following.

A. Weakly Supervised Semantic Segmentation

Recent years have seen a surge of interest in seman-
tic segmentation under weak supervision (e.g., image-
level labels [14], [26]–[31], scribbles [32], [33], bounding
boxes [34]–[36] or points [37]) to reduce the expensive
up-front annotation costs. In particular, methods operating with
image-level labels have attracted the most attention since they
require minimal annotation efforts. Most of these methods
follow the two-stage pipeline shown in Fig. 1. In the first
stage, an image classification network is trained using only
image-level tags, and CAM [12] is employed to highlight
class-specific object regions, which serve as pseudo ground-
truths. In the second stage, a semantic segmentation network
is trained under the supervision of these pseudo ground-truths.
However, CAMs tend to activate to small discriminative parts
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Fig. 2. Conceptual architectures of existing approaches vs ours. (a) Single-image models feed each image one by one into the network for training,
which bears high similarity with standard classifiers (e.g., VGG [1], ResNet [2]). (b) Pair-wise methods extract features from a pair of images using a Siamese
network, and make predictions using a pair-wise classifier which has learned the correlation between the two images. (c) In contrast, we devise a group-wise
method that accepts an arbitrary number of images as input. The group images are processed by a GNN within an iterative reasoning process, which enables
information propagation to improve image representations. Finally, a group-wise classifier is employed for prediction.

of objects rather than complete object regions, resulting in
inaccurate pseudo ground-truths for training semantic segmen-
tation networks. To address this problem, many studies [13],
[16], [38] hide or erase discriminative feature responses to
force the model to focus on other relevant parts. A few
methods [14], [39], [40] apply region growing to expand initial
CAM-activated responses to cover the full extent of objects.
Some recent efforts [17], [19], [41] investigate unsupervised
signal (through self-supervised learning) to enrich feature
representations and improve initial class activation maps.
In addition, some works achieve more complete activation
responses by learning pixel affinities [30], stochastic feature
selection [42], joint learning with saliency detection [43] or
casual inference [44].

All methods mentioned above consider each image indi-
vidually. Recent efforts [20], [21] extend this into a pair-wise
paradigm, employing Siamese networks to exploit correlations
within image pairs to improve activation responses. Although
impressive, we claim that these methods are still limited
in capturing contextual information from only two images,
missing higher-order relationship among image collection.

In this work, we take a further step towards discover-
ing more comprehensive relations among groups of images.
This is achieved by a graph neural network, which con-
ducts iterative reasoning to refine image representations by
propagating informative common semantics over the graph.
Iterative learning [45] has also demonstrated its effectiveness
in mining pseudo labels for semi-supervised learning. More-
over, to reduce the negative influences of unshared semantics,
we devise a graph dropout layer which performs random fea-
ture selection during the graph inference to identify unshared
object regions.

B. Weakly Supervised Object Localization

WSOL aims to predict coarse bounding boxes for each
object, instead of pixel-level semantic categories as done
WSSS. Current WSOL approaches can be roughly divided
into two categories: multiple instance learning based methods
[46]–[48] and CAM based methods [15], [16], [49]–[52].
Here, we review CAM based methods since they are more
similar to our approach. Most of these methods are also
designed to discover complete object regions rather than small
discriminative parts. For example, [49], [53] exploit adversar-
ial erasing techniques to suppress discriminative regions and

highlight other relevant parts. ADL [15] introduces an attentive
dropout layer to facilitate network learning. SPG [50] discov-
ers auxiliary supervision from high-confident response regions
and gradually improves the activation maps to cover the
whole objects. Regional dropout methods randomly remove
regions from images [52], [54] or features [55] to improve the
localization ability of CNNs. In this article, we transfer the
proposed group-wise learning framework to the WSOL task
to demonstrate its generalizability. With slight modification,
our model shows compelling performance on WSOL.

C. Graph Neural Networks

The concept of graph neural networks was first intro-
duced in [56] as a generalization of recursive neural net-
works (RNNs) that can directly deal with a more general class
of graph structure, e.g., cyclic, directed and undirected graphs.
Due to their convincing performance and high interpretability,
GNNs have gained widespread attention for graph data analy-
sis. Graph convolutional networks (GCNs) [57] directly define
convolutions on the graph, and operate on groups of spatially
close neighbors for message propagation. Graph attention
networks (GATs) [58], [59] further incorporate a self-attention
mechanism into the propagation step to compute the hidden
states of each node by attending over its neighbors, leading
to a leap in model capacity. Moreover, message passing graph
networks (MPGNs) [60] abstract the commonalities among
these popular GNN models. They model all graph elements
(i.e., nodes, edges) and iterative inference as learnable neural
networks, gaining higher flexibility and learning capacity.

GNNs have achieved tremendous success in a variety of
fields, including molecular biology [60], computer vision [61]–
[65], medical image analysis [66] and machine learning [58],
[67]. Motivated by this, we formulate group-wise learning
within a GNN, in which each node represents an image, and
each edge characterizes the semantic relations between image
pairs. Through structured modeling and iterative reasoning,
our model is able to mine comprehensive semantics from
the graph, which alleviates the insufficient-label problem in
WSSS.

D. Visual Learning From Multiple Images

A typical paradigm in computer vision is to solve prob-
lems (e.g., classification, detection, segmentation) for each
individual image (or video) independently. However, they
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Fig. 3. Overview of our group-wise learning framework during the training phase. Given a group of images (i.e., {Ii }3
i=1), our model uses a backbone (e.g.,

VGG16) to extract convolutional features (i.e., {g0
i }3

i=1), which are employed as the initial embeddings for graph construction. Next, our model conducts T -step
message passing (Section IV-B) to iteratively refine the features by collecting shared semantic information across the graph. At each iteration, we introduce
a graph dropout layer (Section IV-C) to force the network to focus more on unshared semantics. Finally, we apply two readout functions on graph nodes and
edges, respectively, to predict the classification results. The whole network is supervised by multi-granularity losses (Section IV-D).

neglect valuable knowledge implicitly within visual data,
which deserves careful studies to gain a more compre-
hensive understanding of scenes. Recently, [68] leverages
memory-augmented networks to store and access relevant
information of all available frames in an image sequence
for segmentation. [11] learns intrinsic structures of labeled
data by contrastive learning for fully supervised semantic
segmentation task. Additionally, some works [69]–[71] model
the interactions or matchings of multiple images in a group
to segment visually similar objects at the same time. For
example, [69] learns the relevance of group images through a
recurrent neural network, under the supervision of pixel-level
annotations. [70], [71] addresses weakly supervised object
co-segmentation by seeking for explicit matching between
common objects. However, one underlying assumption in these
co-segmentation approaches is that there is only one common
visual pattern (e.g., horse or human ride horse) in each
group. Thus, they are susceptible to noisy data and weak to
generalize complex scenarios that multiple common object
patterns exist. In contrast, our approach provides a more
flexible and principled GNN solution, which is able to mine
complex relations for an arbitrary number of common objects
through pairwise co-attention.

III. PRELIMINARY

We start by revisiting the basic concept of GNNs. We define
a graph G= (V, E) by its node set V={v1, . . . , vn} and edge
set E={ei, j =(vi , v j )|vi , v j ∈ V}. We assume that each node
vi is associated with a feature embedding vector gi , and each
edge ei, j has an edge representation ei, j . During inference,
GNNs iteratively improve the feature representations at a node
by aggregating its neighborhood features. Specifically, a GNN
maps the graph G to the node outputs through two phases:
a message passing phase and a readout phase. The message
passing phase is defined in terms of a message function
fPassing, whose input is a node’s features and output is a
message, and an update function fUpdate, whose input is a
set of messages and output is the updated features. Suppose
we conduct T rounds of message passing; the t-th round for

a node vi can be described as:
mt

i =
∑

v j∈Ni

f t
Passing(gt−1

j , ei, j ), (1)

gt
i = fUpdate(gt−1

i , mt
i ), (2)

where for vi , the message function firstly summarizes the
information (i.e., mt

i ) from its neighbors Ni , and then uses
it to update the node state. Then, in the readout phase, a task-
specific readout function fReadout operates on the final node
representation gT

i to produce a node output:
l̂i = fReadout(gT

i ). (3)

IV. GROUP-WISE LEARNING FRAMEWORK

In this section, we elaborate on the proposed group-wise
learning framework for WSSS. Given training images with
only image-level labels, current efforts operate on two stages
to achieve pixel-wise predictions. The first stage is pseudo
ground-truth generation, which relies on an image classifi-
cation network to localize object regions. The second stage
is semantic segmentation, which conducts dense predictions
using a fully convolutional network under the supervision
of the pseudo labels. Our approach also adopts this two-
stage pipeline. However, unlike previous approaches that treat
each single image independently, our model aims to mine
common semantic patterns from multiple images by iterative
graph reasoning. In this way, our model can alleviate the
incomplete-annotation problem in WSSS and produce more
accurate pseudo labels.

A. Problem Formulation

In sharp contrast to existing methods, our approach accepts
a group of semantically relevant training images as input.
Our goal is to exploit the semantic correlations of images
to earn more comprehensive object pattern understanding,
eventually yielding more accurate pseudo ground-truth for
each group image. To achieve this, we formulate the problem
as graph-based semantic co-mining from the input group.
Formally, we denote D = {(In, ln)}N

n=1 as the training data,
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where In ∈ R
w×h×3 is an image and ln ∈ {0, 1}L is the cor-

responding image label with L possible semantic categories.
During training, we selectively sample K images {Ii }K

i=1 that
at least share a common label as a mini-batch, and model their
relations as a directed graph G = (V, E), where the image Ii

is denoted as node vi ∈ V , and the relation between vi and
v j is represented by edge ei, j ∈ E . To better capture more
comprehensive common semantics, we build a fully connected
graph, i.e., any two nodes vi and v j are linked by an edge and
each node has a self-edge itself.

Given the above definitions, our network aims to conduct
pseudo ground-truth generation in a graph learning scheme,
under the full supervision of image-level labels as well as
the implicit semantic relations among different images. In this
manner, our model can capture richer semantic information
and obtain more accurate pseudo labels. Next, we detail our
group-wise learning framework based on GNN.

B. GNN for Group-Wise Learning

1) Initial Node Embedding: As an initial step, we abstract
a high-level feature representation for each input image.
Formally, given Ii , we extract features g0

i ∈ R
W×H×C from

the convolutional stages of a standard classification network
(e.g., VGG-16 [1]). The initial state of node vi is then set as
g0

i , which is a (W, H, C)-dimensional tensor preserving full
spatial details for more effective pixel-level matching.

2) Edge Embedding: For each edge ei, j connecting vi to
v j , we aim to learn an edge embedding et

i, j at each iteration
t to find the correct semantic correspondence between the
two nodes. This is achieved by dense matching over node
embeddings using the following bilinear model:

et
i, j = gt

i W gt�
j ∈ R

W H×W H , (4)

where gt
i ∈R

W H×C and gt
j ∈R

W H×C are flattened into matrix
representations for computational convenience. W ∈ R

C×C is
a trainable weight matrix. In Eq. 4, et

i, j encodes the similarity
between gt

i and gt
j for all pairs of spatial locations. For the

edge e j,i , its embedding at iteration t is simply calculated as
et

j,i = et�
i, j .

It should be noted that Eq. 4 introduces a large number
of parameters, increasing the computational cost. To alleviate
this, W is approximately factorized into two low-rank matrices
P ∈R

C×C
d and Q ∈R

C×C
d , where d (d =4) is a reduction ratio.

Then, Eq. 4 can be rewritten as:
et

i, j = gt
i P Q� gt�

j ∈ R
W H×W H . (5)

Eq. 5 has significant advantages over Eq. 4 in both model
parameters and computational cost: 1) it reduces the number
of parameters by 2/d times; 2) it only requires (2W H C2 +
W 2 H 2C)/d multiplication operations, instead of the W H C2+
W 2 H 2C in Eq. 4.

In addition, for each self-edge ei,i , its embedding ei,i

captures the self-relation over the node representation gi .
We compute et

i,i at step t by self-attention [72], [73],
which can effectively capture non-local semantic dependen-
cies. In particular, the self-attention calculates the response at

a position by attending to all the positions within the same
node embedding:
et

i,i =softmax(φ f (gt
i )φ

�
g (gt

i ))φh(gt
i ) + gt

i ∈ R
W×H×C , (6)

where φ{ f,g,h} are 1 × 1 convolutional operators. We also
use a residual layer in Eq. 6, which can effectively preserve
information in the original feature map.

3) Iterative Message Passing: Given the node and edge
embeddings, our model iteratively updates the hidden states of
graph nodes by applying message functions to collect contex-
tual information from their neighboring nodes. More specif-
ically, for a node vi , it absorbs knowledge along two types
of edges: 1) a self-edge ei,i that encodes rich context-aware
knowledge in vi ; and 2) other edges {e j,i } j that connect v j

to vi . For the former, our message function directly reads the
message from ei,i , i.e., mt

i,i = et−1
i,i , while for the latter, the

messages are summarized as:
mt

j,i =softmax(et−1
i, j )gt−1

j ∈R
W H×C , (7)

where softmax denotes the row-wise softmax normalization.
In Eq. 7, we accumulate knowledge from gt−1

j , which is

weighted based on the similarity between gt−1
i and gt−1

j .
mt

j,i is then reshaped to a (W, H, C)-dimensional tensor.
Then, we can easily summarize the message for vi at the t-th
iteration:

mt
i =

∑
v j∈Ni

mt−1
j,i + mt−1

i,i . (8)

Next, the update function fUpdate updates the hidden states
of nodes, as done in Eq. 2. In our method, fUpdate is instan-
tiated by a ConvGRU network [74], which is an extension of
the GRU update function used in [60]. We run the message
passing algorithm for T steps in total to iteratively collection
messages and update node embeddings.

4) Readout Phase: Given the final node embedding gT
i ∈

R
W×H×C for vi , we derive the final prediction for the corre-

sponding image through a readout phase:
qi = fCAM(gT

i ) ∈ R
W×H×L , l̂ g

i = fGAP(qi ) ∈ R
L, (9)

where fCAM is a class-aware convolutional layer with kernel
size 1×1 that produces a class-aware attention map qi , and
fGAP denotes a global average pooling layer to produce the
final classification prediction l̂ g

i .
5) Deeply Supervised Learning: In addition to the readout

(Eq. 9) from the final embeddings, we apply an intermediate
readout phase on the initial convolutional embedding g0

i :

d i = fCAM(gT
i ) ∈ R

W×H×L , l̂m
i = fGAP(d i ) ∈ R

L, (10)

where l̂m
i is the intermediate classification prediction. Then,

for each image, we ensemble the class-aware attention maps
qi and d i to obtain the final object localization estimation.
We find that the pseudo ground-truths from different out-
puts are complementary to each other, and self-ensembling
them through averaging can further improve the performance
(see Table IV).
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C. Graph Dropout Layer

The above graph reasoning scheme enables our model
to discover common semantics present in different images
(Eq. 5). The features of these semantics can be accordingly
enriched by summarizing all the information from other
images (Eq. 8). However, standalone categories, which may
exist only in a single image, are almost entirely ignored in
this procedure. To address this, we introduce a graph dropout
layer to force the network to pay more attention to these
categories. Formally, given the feature map gt

i ∈ R
W×H×C at

the t-th iteration, we average it along the channel dimension
to obtain ot

i ∈R
W×H . Then, we generate a mask st ∈ R

W×H as
follows:

st
i =

{
sigmoid(ot

i ), if r < δr ;
ot

i�(ot
i < max(ot

i ) ∗ δd), otherwise.
(11)

Here, the parameter δr ∈ [0, 1] is a drop rate threshold,
determining whether to carry out the dropout operation or
not. The parameter r is a scalar generated from a random
generator. If r <δr , st

i is an importance map which supports
the activations in gt

i ; otherwise, the layer drops the highly
activated semantic regions to emphasize standalone semantics.
�(x) is a matrix indicator function which returns 1 for the
true elements in x , and 0 otherwise. The max(·) operation
calculates the maximum value for a 2D tensor. δd ∈ [0, 1] is
a threshold controlling the dropout. Finally, we enhance the
feature maps by:

ĝt
i = gt

i ⊗ st
i , (12)

where ⊗ denotes spatial-wise multiplication. Note that ĝt
i is

then used to replace the original embedding gt
i (Eqs. (5)-(7))

in the next iteration.

D. Multi-Granularity Supervision

Our model is trained in an end-to-end manner with multi-
granularity supervision:
L = λ1

∑
i
LCE(l̂ g

i , li ) + λ2

∑
i
LCE(l̂m

i , li )

+ λ3

∑
i

∑
j
LCE(l̂e

i, j , li ∩l j ), (13)

where LCE denotes the standard cross-entropy loss and
{λi }3

i=1 balances the three terms. Here, the first term evaluates
the final outputs {l̂ g

i }i (Eq. 9) to guide the learning of the GNN,
while the second term evaluates the intermediate prediction
{l̂m

i }i (Eq. 10). For the third term, we introduce an edge-aware
supervision which encourages each edge in the graph to learn
the shared semantics of the connected nodes. Here, li ∩l j ∈
{0, 1}L represents a new label vector in which the items of
shared semantic categories between nodes vi and v j are 1,
and others are 0. l̂e

i, j ∈R
L denotes the prediction of edge ei, j .

1) Edge-Aware Supervision: For each edge ei, j , we denote
gT

i ∈ R
W×H×C and gT

j ∈ R
W×H×C as the learned final

embeddings of nodes vi and v j at step T , and gi, j =
[gT

i , gT
j ] ∈ R

W×H×2C as the concatenation of the two node
features. Then, we learn a shared representation based on the
dual-attention mechanism [75], which employs two parallel

attention modules (i.e., position-aware and channel-aware) to
discover the shared semantics from gi, j .

For the position-aware attention module, we first compute
the normalized cross-correlation between each pair of spatial
feature vectors in gi, j by the following pairwise dot product:

ui, j = softmax(gi, j g�
i, j ) ∈ [0, 1]W H×W H . (14)

Here, gi, j ∈ R
W H×C is first flattened into a matrix represen-

tation for computational convenience. The affinity matrix ui, j

stores similarity scores corresponding to all pairs of features
in gi, j . Next, attention summaries are computed based on ui, j ,
and used to generate a positive-attentive edge representation
pi, j :

pi, j = ui, j gi, j + gi, j ∈ R
W H×2C . (15)

For the channel-aware attention module, we first compute
the cross-correlation between each pair of channel feature
vectors in gi, j as follows:

vi, j = softmax(g�
i, j gi, j ) ∈ [0, 1]2C×2C . (16)

Here, vi, j captures the channel-wise feature interdependencies
in gi, j . Then, we obtain a channel-attentive edge feature map
(similar to Eq. 15):

ci, j = gi, j vi, j + gi, j ∈ R
W H×2C . (17)

The pi, j in Eq. 15 and ci, j in Eq. 17 capture long-range
position- and channel-aware contextual information of the
edge ei, j , and we then combine them to obtain a more com-
prehensive representation. More specifically, we first reshape
pi, j and ci, j into sizes of W × H × 2C , and apply two
1×1 convolutional layers separately to transform them into
(W, H, C)-dimensional tensors. The transformed feature maps
are fused by element-wise addition, and finally processed by
a readout phase (similar with Eq. 9 and Eq. 10) to obtain
the edge-aware prediction l̂e

i, j ∈R
L . We follow this procedure

to achieve predictions for all the edges, and employ them
in Eq. 13 to guide the learning of the GNN towards better
discovering shared semantics in each group.

E. Detailed Network Architecture

Our model consists of two sub-networks: a classification
network for group-wise pseudo ground-truth generation and a
semantic segmentation network for pixe-wise segmentation.

1) Image Classification Network: We use VGG16 [1] as
our backbone network, which is initialized using weights
pre-trained on ImageNet [76]. We replace the last convolu-
tional layer in VGG16 by dilated convolutions with a rate of 2,
and the feature maps from this layer are taken as the initial
node representations for the GNN. After training, we obtain
the CAMs for each training image from the two classification
layers mentioned earlier, and combine them to obtain fore-
ground object seeds. Moreover, we follow conventions [19],
[77], [78] to estimate background seeds using an off-the-shelf
salient object detection model [79]. The final pseudo labels
are generated by combining the foreground and background
seeds.
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2) Semantic Segmentation Network: To make a fair compar-
ison with existing methods [17], [19], [77], [78], we choose
DeepLab-V2 [10] as the semantic segmentation network.

V. GROUP-WISE LEARNING FOR WSOL

In addition to the WSSS task, our group-wise learning
framework is also applicable to the WSOL task, which predicts
the bounding box of each object using image-level labels only.

In particular, the training phase of the proposed frame-
work is exactly the same for both the WSSS and WSOL
tasks. However, during the testing phase, we need to feed
a group of images to the trained classification network for
prediction in WSOL, rather than a single image as the input
of the segmentation network in WSSS. Therefore, we first
employ another standalone VGG16 [1] to generate categorical
predictions of each image in the test set, and accordingly
sample a group of images as the input of our network for
group-wise inference. For each test image, we can obtain its
class activation map. Since the score statistics differ vastly
across images, a common practice in WSOL is to normalize
the activation maps per image. We choose the min-max
normalization method in our experiment. After normalization,
we utilize the violent searching strategy [15] to find an optimal
threshold for bounding box generation.

VI. EXPERIMENT

In this section, we first compare our method with state-
of-the-art models on the WSSS task in Section VI-A. Then,
we investigate the performance of our model on the WSOL
task in Section VI-B. For each task, we introduce the cor-
responding datasets and their performance. To gain deeper
insight into our model, we conduct detailed diagnostic exper-
iments of the crucial components in Section VI-C. Lastly,
we offer several failure cases for more comprehensive analysis
in Section VI-E.

A. Weakly Supervised Semantic Segmentation

1) Datasets: We conduct our experiments on two popular
datasets: PASCAL VOC 2012 [22] and COCO [23]. 1) PAS-
CAL VOC 2012 [22] is currently the most popular benchmark
for WSSS. The dataset contains 20 semantic categories (e.g.,
person, bicycle, cow) and one background category. Following
standard protocol [19], [40], [42], extra data from SBD [88]
are also used for training, leading to a total of 10,582 training
images. We evaluate our model on the standard validation
and test sets, which have 1,449 and 1,456 images, respec-
tively. 2) COCO [23] is a more challenging benchmark with
80 semantic classes. Since more complex contextual relations
exist among these categories, it is interesting to examine the
performance of our model in this dataset. Following [86],
we use the default train/val splits (80k images for training
and 40k for validation) in the experiment.

2) Evaluation Metric: We utilize the widely used mean
intersection-over-union (mIoU) for evaluation. The scores on
the test set of PASCAL VOC 2012 are obtained from the
official evaluation server. We also consider CAM mIoU on the
training set of PASCAL VOC 2012 to evaluate the qualities
of generated CAM results.

TABLE I

QUANTITATIVE COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT METHODS ON PASCAL

VOC 2012 IN TERMS OF MIOU. ∗ : VGG BACKBONE. †: RESNET

BACKBONE

3) Training Details: 1) Greedy Mini-Batch Sampling. Dur-
ing training, we design a heuristic, greedy strategy to sample
K training images in each mini-batch. Starting from a ran-
domly sampled image Ii , we further find another K−1 images,
each of which shares as many common semantic objects with
Ii as possible. These K images are then used to build a
K -node GNN. This sampling strategy enables our model to
better explore rich relationships among groups of images and
improve the results. 2) Training Settings. For the classification
network, the number of nodes K and message passing steps
T in the GNN are separately set to 4 and 3 by default. The
input image size is 224×224. The entire network is trained
using the SGD optimizer with initial learning rates of 1e-3 for
the backbone and 1e-2 for the GNN, which are reduced by
0.1 every five epochs. The total number of epochs, momentum
and weight decay are set to 15, 0.9, and 5e-4, respectively. The
λ1, λ2 and λ3 in Eq. 13 are set to 0.7, 0.1, 0.2, respectively.
For the segmentation network, we follow the training setting
in [10], but use the pseudo ground-truths as the supervision.

4) Performance on PASCAL VOC 2012: We evaluate the
proposed approach on PASCAL VOC 2012 against current
top-performing WSSS methods that only operate with image-
level labels. Following conventions, we evaluate the perfor-
mance of our model using VGG16 [1] and ResNet101 [2]
as the backbones, respectively. As reported in Table I, our
model with ResNet101 achieves the best performance, scoring
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Fig. 4. Qualitative results on PASCAL VOC 2012 val. From top to bottom: input images, ground-truths, and our results.

TABLE II

QUANTITATIVE COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT METHODS ON COCO val

IN TERMS OF MIOU. ALL METHODS USE VGG16 AS THE BACKBONE

TABLE III

QUANTITATIVE COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT METHODS ON

CUB-200-2011 test IN TERMS OF TOP-1 CLS AND TOP-1 LOC. ALL

METHODS USE VGG16 AS THE BACKBONE

68.7% and 69.0% on the val and test sets, respectively.
It significantly outperforms the current leading approach, i.e.,
ICD [18], by +0.9% and +1.0% on the two evaluation sets.

In addition, Table I also shows that the proposed approach
outperforms both pair-wise models (i.e., CIAN [20] and
MCIS [21]), and all single-image based models (e.g.,
RRM [82], OAA+ [77]), by a large margin. The reason lies in
that existing methods exploit limited context in image collec-
tion, while our approach can learn more effective inter-image
representations with GNNs.

In Fig. 4, we provide sample results for representative
images in PASCAL VOC 2012 val. The images cover var-
ious challenging factors in WSSS, such as multiple objects,
different semantic categories, small objects, and cluttered
background. We see that our approach can deal with these
difficulties well, resulting in appealing segmentation results.

Fig. 5. Qualitative segmentation results on COCO val.

Fig. 6. Qualitative results on CUB-200-2011 test. For each image,
we show its ground-truth box (in red), localization result (in green), as well
as the overlayed class activation map.

5) Performance on COCO: We further examine the per-
formance of our model on COCO. As reported in Table II,
our model achieves the best mIoU score (i.e., 28.7%) on
the validation set, outperforming the second-best model, i.e.,
IAL [86], by 1.0%. This further proves the powerful capability
of our model in WSSS. Fig. 5 illustrates some representative
segmentation results of our model on COCO val. We see
that, even with only image-level labels, our approach can
produce high-quality segmentation results in many challenging
scenarios (e.g., small objects, crowded scenes).

B. Weakly Supervised Object Localization

1) Datasets: We use CUB-200-2011 [24] to evaluate the
performance of our model on WSOL. The dataset consists of
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TABLE IV

DIAGNOSTIC EXPERIMENTS OF OUR MODEL ON PASCAL VOC 2012

val IN TERMS OF MIOU. FOR ALL VARIANTS, WE USE RESNET101 AS

THE BACKBONE

200 species of birds, with 11,788 images in total. Follow-
ing [15], [28], [49], [93], we adopt the default splits in our
experiments, including 5,994 for train and 5,794 for test.

2) Metrics: We use two standard evaluation metrics [15],
[38] for evaluation: 1) Top-1 localization accuracy (Top-1
Loc) denotes the fraction of images for which the evaluated
bounding box for the ground-truth class has more than 50%
IoU with the ground-truth bounding box, as well as the
predicted class with the highest probability is equal to the
ground-truth class. 2) Top-1 classification accuracy (Top-1 Cls)
indicates that the result is correct when the predicted class with
the highest probability is equal to the ground-truth class.

3) Performance on CUB-200-2011: Table III reports the
results of our approach in comparison with state-of-the-art
methods on CUB-200-2011 test. As can be seen, our
model achieves compelling performance on the WSOL task.
In particular, it achieves the best Top-1 Loc score (i.e.,
60.18%), leading to about 1% improvement compared with
the second-best method (i.e., PSOL [93]). For the Top-1 Cls,
our model is slightly worse than GC-Net-Elli [92] (76.44%
vs. 76.80%), but significantly outperforms all other methods.
In summary, our group-wise learning framework shows strong
robustness in the WSOL task.

Fig. 6 provides some representative localization results of
our model on CUB-200-2011 test. Benefiting from group-
wise learning, our model can obtain complete activation maps,
leading to accurate bounding box localization.

C. Diagnostic Experiment

We further conduct diagnostic analysis on PASCAL VOC
2012 val to verify the effectiveness of the essential modules
in our approach. We use ResNet101 as the default backbone

Fig. 7. Visual comparisons of CAMs generated with or without the graph
dropout layer.

for all the studies. The performance of our full model with
default parameters is given in the first row of Table IV.

1) Group-Wise Learning: We first investigate the effect
of the node number K used in the GNN, which indicates
the number of images in a group. As shown in Table IV,
the model achieves comparably high performance with three
or four nodes. However, when more nodes are added, the
performance decreases significantly. This can be attributed to
the trade-off between meaningful semantic relations and noise
brought by input group images. When K =3 or 4, the semantic
relations can be fully exploited to improve the integral regions
of objects. However, when more images are further considered,
meaningful semantic cues reach a bottleneck and noise, intro-
duced by imperfect localization of the classifier, dominates,
thus leading to performance degradation.

We further evaluate the impact of the message passing
steps by comparing the performance with different T ranging
from 2 to 5. From Table IV, we observe that the mIoU score
is significantly improved when T varies from 2 to 3. The
performance decreases slightly when considering more steps.
Therefore, we set T =3 as default for message passing.

Moreover, we build a baseline model (i.e., w/o group-wise
learning in Table V) which discards the group-wise learning
mechanism. As can be seen, the CAM and segmentation
results encounter significant drops, which demonstrates the
importance of our group-wise learning mechanism.

2) Graph Dropout Layer: To examine the proposed graph
dropout layer, we design multiple experiments to search an
optimal configuration of parameters δr and δd . We observe
that both parameters have great influences on the performance.
As observed in Table IV, our model reaches the best perfor-
mance at δr =0.8 and δd =0.7. If the δd is higher (e.g., 0.9),
most discriminative regions will be kept, and thus inactivated
regions will remain being ignored. In contrast, if δd is lower,
the regions with high responses will be excessively dropped,
leading to degraded classification accuracy.

In addition, the parameter δr controls whether or not
the responses should be dropped during training. As shown
in Table IV, a δr of 0.8 helps to achieve the best mIoU
score. Such a setting not only maintains the classification
ability of the network by keeping discriminative regions with
a high probability, but also drives the network to mildly
attend to other regions. We can also see that by setting δr to
smaller values (e.g., 0.6 or 0.4), the performance encounters
a significant decrease.

Moreover, we examine the performance of our model
without the graph dropout layer (i.e., w/o graph dropout in
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TABLE V

ABLATION STUDY OF CAM RESULTS ON PASCAL VOC 2012 train AS
WELL AS SEGMENTATION RESULTS ON val

Fig. 8. CAM visual comparisons. We provide results for two groups
of images. For each group, we show the input images, CAMs from the
intermediate readout layer and CAMs from the graph readout layer (from
left to right). Our model clearly yields more accurate CAMs after group-wise
graph reasoning.

Table V). We can see that all metrics consistently decrease
after discarding the graph dropout layer, revealing its necessity.

Finally, we illustrate some examples of the final CAMs
generated with or without the graph dropout layer. As shown
in Fig. 7, without the dropout layer, the network only focuses
on the most discriminative parts (e.g., heads of the cat and the
horse). This is improved with our dropout layer, which helps
to highlight non-discriminative object regions.

3) Multi-Granularity Supervision: We further study the
multi-granularity supervision in Eq. 13. We design two base-
line models, i.e., w/o intermediate supervision and w/o edge-
aware supervision. As reported in Table IV, both baseline
models show worse performance than our full model with
multi-level supervision. We can also see that by dropping the
edge-aware supervision, the baseline model encounters a great
performance degradation (i.e., 0.5%), revealing the importance
of the edge-aware constraints.

4) Self-Ensembling: In addition to the supervision on the
final outputs, we also introduce deep supervision signals on
the intermediate features. Such multi-level supervision has
proven effective for improving the performance of various
vision tasks. Besides, this enables us to combine the multi-
ple outputs with low cost to further boost the performance.
Here, we examine the self-ensembling strategy by building
three network variants, i.e., intermediate output, graph output
and self-ensembling, in which the final CAMs are separately
extracted from the intermediate readout layer, graph-aware
readout layer, and their ensemble, respectively. As shown
in Table IV, the intermediate output only obtains an mIoU
score of 64.6%, greatly lagging behind the 68.3% obtained
by the graph output. This demonstrates that through iterative

Fig. 9. Failure cases of CAMs on PASCAL VOC 2012 val.

Fig. 10. Failure cases of segmentation results on PASCAL VOC 2012
val.

graph reasoning, our model can improve the image represen-
tations by integrating information from image groups, leading
to huge performance gains. Furthermore, the self-ensembling
strategy boosts the performance to 68.7%.

In Fig. 8, we illustrate two groups of images with their
CAMs from the intermediate readout layer and graph read-
out layer. As can be seen, in both groups, the CAMs are
well-refined to cover more complete foreground regions after
graph reasoning. Besides, in many cases, the CAMs from
two output layers complement each other well, enabling better
results to be obtained by self-ensembling.

5) Greedy Mini-Batch Sampling: We also conduct exper-
iments to verify the effectiveness of our greedy mini-batch
sampling strategy. For comparison, we design two baseline
sampling methods, i.e., random sampling and one-common
sampling. The random sampling method randomly samples
K training images as a mini-batch, while the one-common
sampling method finds K training images with at least one
common semantic category. As reported in Table IV, the
random sampling method only obtains an mIoU score of
67.1%, largely lagging behind the one-common sampling and
greedy sampling methods. Moreover, our greedy sampling
method encourages more comprehensive semantic discovery,
yielding the best result (i.e., 68.7%).

D. Model Efficiency Analysis

In our approach, iterative graph reasoning is only used in the
training stage for pseudo ground-truth generation, which takes
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about eight hours for training on PASCAL VOC 2012. The
training of the segmentation network is almost same to most
existing WSSS approaches [17], [21], [78]. During inference,
only the segmentation network will be used for segmentation
prediction. Thus, the inference speed of our model is the same
with previous approaches (about 12 fps under a NVIDIA RTX
2080Ti GPU).

E. Failure Case Analysis

To gain deeper insight into our model, we provide several
typical cases where our approach fails on PASCAL VOC 2012
val. In Fig. 9, we illustrate the failure cases of generated class
activation maps for particular semantic categories. As can be
seen, the failures are mainly caused by i) incorrect recognition
due to similar appearance between some objects (e.g., sofa
and bed), ii) unrecognized small or occluded objects (e.g.,
person in bus or car), iii) background distractors (e.g., bus).
The failure of CAM estimation will directly result in poor
segmentation results (see Fig. 10).

VII. CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduce a novel group-wise learn-
ing framework for weakly supervised semantic segmentation
(WSSS). Unlike previous single-image or pair-wise based
approaches, our framework is able to capture comprehensive
semantic context to generate more accurate pseudo ground-
truths. In particular, we formulate group-wise learning within
a graph neural network, which operates on a group of images
and conducts iterative graph reasoning to discover meaningful
semantics. Moreover, we devise a graph dropout layer which
randomly hides the most discriminative parts from the model
to capture the integral extent of object regions. Extensive
experiments are conducted on the WSSS and WSOL tasks,
and our group-wise learning framework performs favorably
against the state-of-the-art approaches.
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[58] P. Veličković, G. Cucurull, A. Casanova, A. Romero, P. Lio, and
Y. Bengio, “Graph attention networks,” in Proc. Int. Conf. Learn.
Represent., 2018.

[59] J. Zhang, X. Shi, J. Xie, H. Ma, I. King, and D.-Y. Yeung, “GaAN: Gated
attention networks for learning on large and spatiotemporal graphs,”
2018, arXiv:1803.07294.

[60] J. Gilmer, S. S. Schoenholz, P. F. Riley, O. Vinyals, and G. E. Dahl,
“Neural message passing for quantum chemistry,” in Proc. Int. Conf.
Mach. Learn., 2017, pp. 1263–1272.

[61] T. Zhou, S. Qi, W. Wang, J. Shen, and S.-C. Zhu, “Cascaded parsing of
human-object interaction recognition,” IEEE Trans. Pattern Anal. Mach.
Intell., early access, Jan. 5, 2021, doi: 10.1109/TPAMI.2021.3049156.

[62] K. Marino, R. Salakhutdinov, and A. Gupta, “The more you know:
Using knowledge graphs for image classification,” in Proc. IEEE Conf.
Comput. Vis. Pattern Recognit. (CVPR), Jul. 2017, pp. 20–28.

[63] W. Wang, T. Zhou, S. Qi, J. Shen, and S.-C. Zhu, “Hierarchical human
semantic parsing with comprehensive part-relation modeling,” IEEE
Trans. Pattern Anal. Mach. Intell., early access, Jan. 29, 2021, doi:
10.1109/TPAMI.2021.3055780.

[64] S. Qi, W. Wang, B. Jia, J. Shen, and S.-C. Zhu, “Learning human-
object interactions by graph parsing neural networks,” in Proc. Eur. Conf.
Comput. Vis., 2018, pp. 401–417.

[65] W. Wang, X. Lu, J. Shen, D. Crandall, and L. Shao, “Zero-shot video
object segmentation via attentive graph neural networks,” in Proc.
IEEE/CVF Int. Conf. Comput. Vis. (ICCV), Oct. 2019, pp. 9236–9245.

[66] Y. Zhou, T. Zhou, T. Zhou, H. Fu, J. Liu, and L. Shao, “Contrast-attentive
thoracic disease recognition with dual-weighting graph reasoning,” IEEE
Trans. Med. Imag., vol. 40, no. 4, pp. 1196–1206, Apr. 2021.

[67] M. Qu, Y. Bengio, and J. Tang, “GMNN: Graph Markov neural
networks,” in Proc. 36th Int. Conf. Mach. Learn., 2019, pp. 5241–5250.

[68] S. W. Oh, J.-Y. Lee, N. Xu, and S. J. Kim, “Video object segmentation
using space-time memory networks,” in Proc. IEEE/CVF Int. Conf.
Comput. Vis. (ICCV), Oct. 2019, pp. 9226–9235.

[69] B. Li, Z. Sun, Q. Li, Y. Wu, and H. Anqi, “Group-wise deep object
co-segmentation with co-attention recurrent neural network,” in Proc.
IEEE/CVF Int. Conf. Comput. Vis. (ICCV), Oct. 2019, pp. 8519–8528.

[70] F. Meng, H. Li, Q. Wu, B. Luo, and K. N. Ngan, “Weakly supervised
part proposal segmentation from multiple images,” IEEE Trans. Image
Process., vol. 26, no. 8, pp. 4019–4031, Aug. 2017.

[71] Y.-C. Chen, Y.-Y. Lin, M.-H. Yang, and J.-B. Huang, “Show, match
and segment: Joint weakly supervised learning of semantic matching
and object co-segmentation,” IEEE Trans. Pattern Anal. Mach. Intell.,
vol. 43, no. 10, pp. 3632–3647, Oct. 2021.

[72] A. Vaswani et al., “Attention is all you need,” in Proc. Adv. Neural Inf.
Process. Syst., 2017, pp. 5998–6008.

[73] X. Wang, R. Girshick, A. Gupta, and K. He, “Non-local neural net-
works,” in Proc. IEEE Conf. Comput. Vis. Pattern Recognit., Jun. 2018,
pp. 7794–7803.

[74] N. Ballas, L. Yao, C. Pal, and A. Courville, “Delving deeper into
convolutional networks for learning video representations,” in Proc. Int.
Conf. Learn. Represent., 2016.

[75] J. Fu et al., “Dual attention network for scene segmentation,” in Proc.
IEEE/CVF Conf. Comput. Vis. Pattern Recognit. (CVPR), Jun. 2019,
pp. 3146–3154.

[76] J. Deng, W. Dong, R. Socher, L.-J. Li, K. Li, and L. Fei-Fei, “ImageNet:
A large-scale hierarchical image database,” in Proc. IEEE Conf. Comput.
Vis. Pattern Recognit., Jun. 2009, pp. 248–255.

[77] P.-T. Jiang, Q. Hou, Y. Cao, M.-M. Cheng, Y. Wei, and H.
Xiong, “Integral object mining via online attention accumulation,”
in Proc. IEEE/CVF Int. Conf. Comput. Vis. (ICCV), Oct. 2019,
pp. 2070–2079.

[78] L. Chen, W. Wu, C. Fu, X. Han, and Y. Zhang, “Weakly supervised
semantic segmentation with boundary exploration,” in Proc. Eur. Conf.
Comput. Vis., 2020, pp. 347–362.

Authorized licensed use limited to: BEIJING INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY. Downloaded on November 04,2022 at 05:24:14 UTC from IEEE Xplore.  Restrictions apply. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TPAMI.2021.3049156
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TPAMI.2021.3055780


ZHOU et al.: GROUP-WISE LEARNING FOR WEAKLY SUPERVISED SEMANTIC SEGMENTATION 811

[79] Q. Hou, M.-M. Cheng, X. Hu, A. Borji, Z. Tu, and P. Torr,
“Deeply supervised salient object detection with short connections,” in
Proc. IEEE Conf. Comput. Vis. Pattern Recognit. (CVPR), Jul. 2017,
pp. 3203–3212.

[80] W. Ge, S. Yang, and Y. Yu, “Multi-evidence filtering and fusion for
multi-label classification, object detection and semantic segmentation
based on weakly supervised learning,” in Proc. IEEE/CVF Conf. Com-
put. Vis. Pattern Recognit., Jun. 2018, pp. 1277–1286.

[81] K. Li, Z. Wu, K.-C. Peng, J. Ernst, and Y. Fu, “Tell me where to look:
Guided attention inference network,” in Proc. IEEE/CVF Conf. Comput.
Vis. Pattern Recognit., Jun. 2018, pp. 9215–9223.

[82] B. Zhang, J. Xiao, Y. Wei, M. Sun, and K. Huang, “Reliability
does matter: An end-to-end weakly supervised semantic segmentation
approach,” in Proc. AAAI Conf. Artif. Intell., 2020, pp. 12765–12772.

[83] X. Wang, S. You, X. Li, and H. Ma, “Weakly-supervised seman-
tic segmentation by iteratively mining common object features,” in
Proc. IEEE/CVF Conf. Comput. Vis. Pattern Recognit., Jun. 2018,
pp. 1354–1362.

[84] N. Araslanov and S. Roth, “Single-stage semantic segmentation from
image labels,” in Proc. IEEE/CVF Conf. Comput. Vis. Pattern Recognit.
(CVPR), Jun. 2020, pp. 4253–4262.

[85] J. Ahn, S. Cho, and S. Kwak, “Weakly supervised learning of instance
segmentation with inter-pixel relations,” in Proc. IEEE/CVF Conf.
Comput. Vis. Pattern Recognit. (CVPR), Jun. 2019, pp. 2209–2218.

[86] X. Wang, S. Liu, H. Ma, and M.-H. Yang, “Weakly-supervised semantic
segmentation by iterative affinity learning,” Int. J. Comput. Vis., vol. 128,
pp. 1736–1749, Jan. 2020.

[87] W. Shimoda and K. Yanai, “Self-supervised difference detection for
weakly-supervised semantic segmentation,” in Proc. IEEE/CVF Int.
Conf. Comput. Vis. (ICCV), Oct. 2019, pp. 5208–5217.

[88] B. Hariharan, P. Arbelaez, L. Bourdev, S. Maji, and J. Malik, “Semantic
contours from inverse detectors,” in Proc. Int. Conf. Comput. Vis.,
Nov. 2011, pp. 991–998.

[89] F. Saleh, M. S. Aliakbarian, M. Salzmann, L. Petersson, S. Gould,
and J. M. Alvarez, “Built-in foreground/background prior for weakly-
supervised semantic segmentation,” in Proc. Eur. Conf. Comput. Vis.,
2016, pp. 413–432.

[90] X. Zhang, Y. Wei, and Y. Yang, “Inter-image communication for
weakly supervised localization,” in Proc. Eur. Conf. Comput. Vis., 2020,
pp. 271–287.

[91] W. Bae, J. Noh, and G. Kim, “Rethinking class activation mapping for
weakly supervised object localization,” in Proc. Eur. Conf. Comput. Vis.,
2020, pp. 618–634.

[92] W. Lu, X. Jia, W. Xie, L. Shen, Y. Zhou, and J. Duan, “Geometry
constrained weakly supervised object localization,” in Proc. Eur. Conf.
Comput. Vis., 2020, pp. 481–496.

[93] C.-L. Zhang, Y.-H. Cao, and J. Wu, “Rethinking the route towards
weakly supervised object localization,” in Proc. IEEE/CVF Conf. Com-
put. Vis. Pattern Recognit. (CVPR), Jun. 2020, pp. 13460–13469.

Tianfei Zhou received the Ph.D. degree from the Beijing Institute of
Technology in 2017. From 2019 to 2020, he was a Researcher at the Inception
Institute of Artificial Intelligence (IIAI), Abu Dhabi, United Arab Emirates.
He is currently a Postdoctoral Researcher at ETH Zürich, Switzerland. His
current research interests include computer vision, medical image analysis,
and deep learning.

Liulei Li is currently pursuing the master’s degree with the School of
Computer Science and Technology, Beijing Institute of Technology, Beijing,
China. His research interest is image and video segmentation.

Xueyi Li is currently pursuing the master’s degree with the School of
Computer Science and Technology, Beijing Institute of Technology, Beijing,
China. Her research interests include weakly supervised learning and image
segmentation.

Chun-Mei Feng is currently pursuing the Ph.D. degree with the School
of Information Science and Technology, Harbin Institute of Technology,
Shenzhen, China. Her research interests include medical imaging analysis,
computer vision, and bioinformatics.

Jianwu Li (Member, IEEE) received the Ph.D. degree from Tianjin University,
Tianjin, China, in 2003. He is currently an Associate Professor with the School
of Computer Science and Technology, Beijing Institute of Technology, Beijing,
China. His research interests cover computer vision, image processing, and
machine learning.

Ling Shao (Fellow, IEEE) is currently the CEO and a Chief Scientist of the
Inception Institute of Artificial Intelligence, Abu Dhabi, United Arab Emirates.
His research interests include computer vision, machine learning, and medical
imaging. He is a fellow of IAPR, IET, and BCS. He is an Associate Editor
of the IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON IMAGE PROCESSING, the IEEE TRANS-
ACTIONS ON NEURAL NETWORKS AND LEARNING SYSTEMS, the IEEE
TRANSACTIONS ON CIRCUITS AND SYSTEMS FOR VIDEO TECHNOLOGY,
and several other journals.

Authorized licensed use limited to: BEIJING INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY. Downloaded on November 04,2022 at 05:24:14 UTC from IEEE Xplore.  Restrictions apply. 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Black & White)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 0
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /AdobeArabic-Bold
    /AdobeArabic-BoldItalic
    /AdobeArabic-Italic
    /AdobeArabic-Regular
    /AdobeHebrew-Bold
    /AdobeHebrew-BoldItalic
    /AdobeHebrew-Italic
    /AdobeHebrew-Regular
    /AdobeHeitiStd-Regular
    /AdobeMingStd-Light
    /AdobeMyungjoStd-Medium
    /AdobePiStd
    /AdobeSansMM
    /AdobeSerifMM
    /AdobeSongStd-Light
    /AdobeThai-Bold
    /AdobeThai-BoldItalic
    /AdobeThai-Italic
    /AdobeThai-Regular
    /ArborText
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /BellGothicStd-Black
    /BellGothicStd-Bold
    /BellGothicStd-Light
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /Courier
    /Courier-Bold
    /Courier-BoldOblique
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /Courier-Oblique
    /CourierStd
    /CourierStd-Bold
    /CourierStd-BoldOblique
    /CourierStd-Oblique
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /EuroSig
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItalic
    /Gautami
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /Helvetica
    /Helvetica-Bold
    /Helvetica-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Oblique
    /Impact
    /KozGoPr6N-Medium
    /KozGoProVI-Medium
    /KozMinPr6N-Regular
    /KozMinProVI-Regular
    /Latha
    /LetterGothicStd
    /LetterGothicStd-Bold
    /LetterGothicStd-BoldSlanted
    /LetterGothicStd-Slanted
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaSans-Typewriter
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterBold
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /Mangal-Regular
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /MinionPro-Bold
    /MinionPro-BoldIt
    /MinionPro-It
    /MinionPro-Regular
    /MinionPro-Semibold
    /MinionPro-SemiboldIt
    /MVBoli
    /MyriadPro-Black
    /MyriadPro-BlackIt
    /MyriadPro-Bold
    /MyriadPro-BoldIt
    /MyriadPro-It
    /MyriadPro-Light
    /MyriadPro-LightIt
    /MyriadPro-Regular
    /MyriadPro-Semibold
    /MyriadPro-SemiboldIt
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /Raavi
    /Shruti
    /Sylfaen
    /Symbol
    /SymbolMT
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /Times-Bold
    /Times-BoldItalic
    /Times-Italic
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Times-Roman
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Tunga-Regular
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /Webdings
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /ZapfDingbats
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 600
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 600
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 300
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 900
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.33333
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


