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Abstract

Self-supervised semantic segmentation methods often fail
when faced with appearance ambiguities. We argue that
this is due to an over-reliance on unstable, appearance-
based features such as shadows, glare, and local textures.
We propose GASeg, a novel framework that bridges ap-
pearance and geometry by leveraging stable topological in-
formation. The core of our method is Differentiable Box-
Counting (DBC) module, which quantifies multi-scale topo-
logical statistics from two parallel streams: geometric-
based features and appearance-based features. To force
the model to learn these stable structural representations,
we introduce Topological Augmentation (TopoAug), an
adversarial strategy that simulates real-world ambigui-
ties by applying morphological operators to the input im-
ages. A multi-objective loss, GALoss, then explicitly en-
forces cross-modal alignment between geometric-based and
appearance-based features. Extensive experiments demon-
strate that GASeg achieves state-of-the-art performance on
Sfour benchmarks, including COCO-Stuff, Cityscapes, and
PASCAL, validating our approach of bridging geometry and
appearance via topological information.

1. Introduction

Self-supervised semantic segmentation addresses the fun-
damental challenge of partitioning an image into seman-
tically meaningful regions without specialized annotations
[16]. This capability is crucial for various applications, in-
cluding autonomous driving [4 1], industrial inspection [37],
and geographic data analysis [50], where obtaining dense
annotations is often impractical or infeasible.

Most SOTA methods primarily focused on learning more
appearance-based features, such as shared color and texture
[6]. However, these methods struggle when faced with ap-
pearance ambiguities, where semantically distinct objects
exhibit similar visual features, due to their over-reliance on

Figure 1. Qualitative comparison of semantic segmentation results
on an image from the COCO-Stuff dataset. Our method (GASeg)
successfully disambiguates the tree trunk and leaves from the
background, overcoming appearance ambiguities (e.g., shadows,
textures) that cause segmentation failures in state-of-the-art meth-
ods like STEGO and EAGLE.

these appearance cues [8]. To tackle this challenge, recent
works incorporate extra information to achieve a more reli-
able segmentation, such as infrared images [28], lidar data
[3], and depth maps [38]. While these approaches show
improvements, they still overlook a more fundamental ele-
ment: topological information.

Motivated by this, we introduce GASeg(Geometry and
Appearance aware Self-Supervised Segmentation), a novel
framework that leverages topological information to bridge
geometry and appearance cues for accurate segmentation.
Specifically, topological information bridges geometry-
based features and appearance-based features, which cap-
ture stable properties such as connectivity, holes, and
boundaries. These properties remain invariant under con-
tinuous deformations [26], such as stretching or bending,
enhancing GASeg’s robustness.

GASeg relies on three core components to bridge geom-
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etry and appearance. The framework begins with Topo-
logical Augmentation (TopoAug), an adversarial strategy
that applies morphological operators to the luminance chan-
nel to prevent the model from taking ”shortcuts” by learn-
ing unstable features. Consequently, the model is forced
to rely on stable ones extracted by our Differentiable Box-
Counting module (DBC). This module quantifies the multi-
scale fractal complexity of (i) geometric-based features
from depth maps, and (ii) appearance-based features from
frozen image encoder. Finally, we design a multi-objective
loss function (GALoss) to regularize the training process,
explicitly enforcing cross-modal alignment between these
geometric and semantic representations.

Figure | highlights the performance of GASeg under ap-
pearance ambiguity. While SOTA methods fail to clearly
segment the leaves or produce fragmented masks due to
similar textures, GASeg accurately delineates fine-grained
boundaries, yielding a cohesive result that closely matches
the Ground Truth.

Our main contributions are as follows:

1. We propose GASeg, a novel framework for self-
supervised semantic segmentation that leverages topo-
logical information to bridge geometry and appearance,
thereby enhancing accuracy.

2. We introduce Topological Augmentation to force learn-
ing stable features from Differentiable Box-Counting
Module, and GALoss to enforce geometric consistency.
Together, these components provide topological guid-
ance against appearance ambiguities.

3. We empirically demonstrate that GASegachieves state-
of-the-art accuracy across four benchmarks (COCO-
Stuff, Cityscapes, Potsdam, and PASCAL), and compre-
hensive ablation studies validate each component.

2. Related Work

Semantic Segmentation: Following the success of self-
supervised vision transformers like DINO [5], a dominant
paradigm has emerged: freezing the pre-trained backbone
and training lightweight, task-specific segmentation heads.
For example, Seitzer et al. [33] build the feature maps with
slot attention from different slots. Seong et al. [35] build
the feature maps by discovering hidden positives from task-
agnostic and task-specific feature pools. Li et al. [22] en-
code concepts into learnable prototypes for pixel-level se-
mantic aggregation in self-supervised vision transformer
pre-trained models for segmentation. CAUSE [21] bridges
an intervention-oriented approach to define suitable two-
step tasks for unsupervised prediction. U2Seg [30] gener-
ates pseudo-semantic clustering labels used for self-training
segmentation tasks. EAGLE [20] introduces EiCue to pro-
vide semantic and structural cues through eigen vectors de-
rived from the semantic similarity matrix of image features
and color affinity from images.

Topological Tools in Image Processing: In the literature,
early image processing works use topological tools. For ex-
ample, Wu et al. [43] propose Deep Closing that uses a clas-
sic closing operation to generate the Masked Image Model-
ing paradigm to enhance topology knowledge. Berger et
al. [1] use a loss function to measure the confidence level
of topological information across multi-class segmentation.
Xu et al. [45] learn to minimize a topological error from un-
labeled images and integrates it into the loss function. Wang
et al. [42] use Tree Segmentation in CT Scans. Yao et al.
[47] use a topology-aware deep learning-based approach in
identifying cancer areas. Shen et al. [36] use topological er-
rors for vessel segmentation. Mahrous et al. [27] use topo-
logical segmentation in three-dimensional vector fields. Fu
et al. [11] use topology reasoning for lane detection in au-
tonomous driving. Hu ef al. [17] use a continuous-valued
loss function to decrease topological errors on fine-scale
structures. Liu et al. [23] use topology for point clouds.

3. GASeg

3.1. Overall Framework

To bridge geometry and appearance, we propose GASeg,
which is illustrated in Figure 2. Starting with an input im-
age, we learn two patterns by using different feature extrac-
tion paths. For the first path, to prepare the feature extrac-
tion, we use an frozen image encoder at the top to extract
pixel-level representations. Then, we use Pseudo Head and
frozen depth estimator to extract the depth maps and pseudo
embeddings, respectively. We apply the prototypical clus-
tering on the embedding to generate the pseudo labels. Af-
ter that, for each kind of depth map and pseudo labels, we
extract the topological features by the Differentiable Box-
Counting Module. In our approach, we use the soft-box-
counting method described in Section 3.2 to extract multi-
scale topological information.

Simultaneously, the input image to the second path is
augmented by a Topological Augmentation module de-
scribed in Section 3.3 to produce a structurally-corrupted
version, which is then passed to the segmentation head (Seg
Head). The Seg Head learns to fuse the corrupted appear-
ance features with the stable structural features from DBC,
producing the final segmentation output.

The entire framework is trained in a self-supervised man-
ner, to jointly optimize the framework, we introduce a
multi-objective loss function GALoss in Sec. 3.4 that com-
putes distinct objectives from the outputs of our core mod-
ules, providing targeted supervision for each.

At inference time, we discard the DBC branch and only
use the trained Seg Head on the feature representation of in-
put, followed by clustering and DenseCRF post-processing
step to obtain the segmentation result.
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Figure 2. The overall architecture of the GASeg framework. The diagram illustrates both the training and inference pipelines, highlighting
the three core components: (a) the Topological Augmentation module, (b) the Differentiable Box-Counting module for learning and
bridging geometric and appearance priors, and (c) the multi-objective GALoss function.

3.2. Differentiable Box-Counting Module

The box-counting method is a topology technique that
quantifies the topological complexity of a set by measuring
how its spatial occupancy scales across multiple resolutions.
The original box-counting method is non-differentiable due
to its reliance on indicator functions, making it unsuitable
for end-to-end training in deep learning frameworks. To
overcome this limitation, we introduce the Differentiable
Box-Counting Module, which is a gradient-friendly com-
ponent to extract the soft-box-counting statistics from both
appearance and geometric domains.

Box-Counting takes a feature map M € REXCXHxW
and a box size s as inputs, and outputs a count of the number
of boxes of size s that “occupy” the set represented by M.
H and W are the height and width of the map, B is the
batch size, and C' is the number of channels. We denote the
standard box-counting as BC(s) which is defined as:

BC(M,s) =3, ;1 (supxeBij(s) MaxPool(z) > O)

where B;(i,7) is the (4,7)-th spatial box of dividing the
map into non-overlapping boxes of size s. I is the indicator
function. MaxPool(z) is the max-pooling operation within
the box. The standard box-counting BC(M, s) counts the
number of boxes where the maximum value within the box
is greater than zero. However, since the indicator function is
non-differentiable, the standard box-counting cannot be di-

rectly integrated into a neural network for end-to-end train-
ing. To make the box-counting differentiable, we remove
the indicator function and use the occupancy signal from
map M directly. This modification allows gradients to flow.
We denote this new differentiable box-counting as DBC(+),
which is defined as

DBC(M, s) =}, ;8P ¢, (s) MaxPool(z)

To capture multi-scale topological statistics, we extend
the DBC(-) operator to accept a set of box sizes S =
{s1,82,...,8,} and output the counts across all scales.
Formally, the multi-scale DBC operator is defined as:

k
DBC(M,S) = (Zl] SUDye B, (i,)) MaxPool(x)) -
DBC captures the topological complexity of the input map
M across multiple resolutions, and is compatible with
gradient-based optimization. Additionally, DBC extracts
two complementary types of topological information from
both the appearance and geometric domains, which are de-
tailed below:

Appearance Domain Extracting robust appearance struc-
ture is critical for overcoming appearance ambiguity in
self-supervised segmentation. We use a pseudo-label map
Mpsendo € REXHXW generated by a prototypical clustering



module attached by two complementary encoding methods:
area counting and boundary counting.

The area counting captures the spatial dispersion of class
regions, while the boundary counting captures the com-
plexity of class boundaries. We use one-hot encoding to
convert the pseudo-label map into a binary mask M,,, €
{0,1} BXCxHXW and apply the DBC operator to extract
multi-scale topological statistics. This yields the appear-
ance area counting tensor Nypp_area € N BxCxk,

Napp,area = DBC(Mapm S)

To measure boundary complexity, instead of using the
raw mask M,p,, we isolate the class boundaries by comput-
ing the full, symmetric Morphological Gradient (the differ-
ence between dilation and erosion) to obtain a gradient map
Giseg» and then apply DBC to G, to compute the appear-
ance boundary counting Napp bound € RBxCxk,

Napp.vound = DBC(Dilation(Gey) — Erosion(Gieg), S)

Therefore, we obtain two counting tensors from the ap-
pearance domain: the area counting Nypp_area and the bound-
ary counting Nypp pound> Which together capture the com-
plete topological statistics for this domain.

Geometric Domain We also extract robust geometric
structure to complement the appearance features. In the ge-
ometric domain, we utilize depth information, which is in-
herently including geometric cues since depth is relatively
invariant to appearance changes of objects. We extract such
topological information from a normalized geometric fea-
ture map, M, € REXH>W Similar to the appearance do-
main, we compute two parallel counting operators: geomet-
ric roughness (area counting) and geometric edges (bound-
ary counting).

The geometric roughness captures the local surface com-

plexity (e.g., a “cobblestone road” vs. a “smooth wall”),
while the geometric edges isolate primary object contours
and depth discontinuities. Let E33[-] denote the local ex-
pectation operator, which computes the mean value within a
3 x 3 sliding window. To estimate the geometric roughness,
we compute a local variance map Mo arca € RBXIxHXW
which is defined as:
Mgeo,area =E;3x3 [Mgeo o Mgeo] —Esxs [Mgeo] oEs3x3 [Mgeo]
where o denotes element-wise multiplication. We then
apply DBC operator t0 Mgeoarea t0 quantify its multi-
scale composition to obtain the geometric roughness tensor
Ngeo,area = DBC(MgeO» S)

To measure geometric edges, we isolates the scene’s pri-
mary object contours and depth discontinuities, then com-
pute the gradient magnitude map G, using a standard So-
bel filter. Next, we apply the DBC operator to G, t0
compute the geometric edge counting tensor Ngeo bound =
DBC(Ggeo, S). These two tensors capture the complete ge-
ometric statistics of geometric domain.

Projection After obtaining the four counting tensors from
both appearance and geometric domains at area level and
boundary level, we transform them into a latent represen-
tation. Appearance tensors Nypp area a1d Nopp bound are con-
catenated together and projected to a fixed-dimensional ap-
pearance feature vector fy,, € RP*Pra through a pro-
jection head (Multi-layer Perceptron). Similarly, geomet-
ric tensors Ngeo area and Ngeobound are concatenated and
projected to a fixed-dimensional geometric feature vector
feeo € RBEXDr through a different projection head. No-
tably, we employ two independent, lightweight projection
heads. This decoupled projection is a deliberate design
choice to make the model to specialize in processing the
distinct properties of each domain.

These projected feature vectors fap, and fyeo capture the
multi-scale topological statistics from their respective do-
mains. We concatenate fyp, and feeo to form the combined
feature vector fapc = [fapp; facol € RE*2Dea and pass it to
the Deformable Cross Attention [44] to fuse with the feature
from image encoder.

3.3. Topological Augmentation

Data augmentation is widely used in self-supervised seg-
mentation to train a model that is robust to a wide spectrum
of real-world visual corruptions. Standard techniques, such
as Colorlitter, GaussianBlur, and RandomFlipping, are ef-
fective at simulating photometric variations, e.g. changes in
lighting and color, and simple geometric transformations.
However, these methods fail to simulate a more complex
and pernicious class of artifacts: local structural corrup-
tions, such as the non-linear, shape-altering effects of hard
shadows or specular glare, which are topological in nature.
To bridge this critical gap, we introduce Topological Aug-
mentation, a new augmentation strategy designed to adver-
sarially simulate these artifacts, forcing the model to discard
these spurious local cues.

To achieve this, we leverage a set of tools 7 from mathe-
matical morphology, which operate on a grayscale intensity
function f(x) using a structuring element B. First, we in-
troduce Grayscale Erosion (f ©b)(z) = inf,ep[f(z+y) —
b(y)] and Dilation (f & b)(x) = supycp(f (y) + bz — y)
, the non-linear operators that simulates the topological ef-
fect of hard shadows / specular glare or over-exposure. By
composing these two fundamental operators, we derive a
richer set of compound transformations: Grayscale Open-
ing fob=(fOb)®b, is a filter that breaks thin "bridges”
and smooths contours by removing small, bright ’peak” ar-
tifacts. Grayscale Closing feb = (f@®b)©b, is used to fuse
narrow breaks and fill small, dark “valley” artifacts, such as
micro-shadows. The White Top-Hat T,,(f) = f — f o b,
which isolates bright features to simulate glare. The Black
Top-Hat T},(f) = feb— f, isolates dark features to simulate
shadows.



Having defined morphological operator toolbox 7, a
naive approach is to apply directly to each of the RGB chan-
nels of image, respectively. However, this will breaks the
physical co-variance, destroy the intrinsic color ratios that
define an object’s appearance and introduce severe, non-
realistic color artifacts [39]. To simulate lighting-based
corruptions, decouple the image’s illumination (Lightness)
from its chrominance (Color) is more effective [49]. There-
fore, we convert the input image from RGB to the HSL
color space to isolate the Lightness (L) channel.

To prevent the model from overfitting to any single type
of artifact, we set every operator in our toolbox 7 to have a
non-zero probability factor of being used. After an operator
T is selected, its parameters are also randomized: the struc-
turing element B is randomly assigned a size (e.g., 3 X 3 or
5x5). These randomized operations are applied exclusively
to the L-channel. this augmented L-channel is then recom-
bined with the original H and S channels, converted back
to RGB and fed to the network. It simulates the desired
topological artifacts (shadows and glare) while preserving
the semantic-bearing Hue (H) and Saturation (S) channels
completely unaltered. This process generates a vast and un-
predictable range of local structural corruptions, effectively
simulating the “noise” of real-world shadows and glare.

3.4. Loss Function

To regularize the training process of GASeg , we design a
multi-objective loss function, GALoss, note as L. To en-
sure the Seg Head learns a robust and well-structured fea-
ture space, we first apply a pixel-prototype contrastive loss,
Lcon, Which defined by an InfoNCE [31] objective. Loy
pulls each pixel feature e; from the embedding-level output
E of Seg Head, towards its corresponding class prototype €;
from Pseudo Head’s output E, while pushing it away from
all other class prototypes {€;} ;.

exp(sim(e;,e;)/T
Leon = —E; |:10g (Z;V_lpe(xp((sim(ei),éj ))/T)>:|
where sim(-, -) is the cosine similarity function, 7 is a tem-
perature hyperparameter, and [V is the total number of class
prototypes. This objective ensures the feature space itself
is compact and separable, which is critical for robustness
against the TopoAug corruptions.

Second, after establishing a robust feature space, we ap-
ply a distillation loss, L4, to map these strong features
to the correct semantic class labels in probability space.
This objective operates on the probability map Py, forc-
ing it to match the one-hot pseudo-label Mpyeudo, Where
Py = 0(¢(E)) is the softmax o(-) probabilities of pro-
jection layer ¢(-) output of Seg Head’s embeddings E. We
use cross-entropy loss, treating the pseudo label Mpeuqo as
a fixed target using stop-gradient sg(+):

List = _E(h}w) [chzl Sg(Mpseudo) log(Pseg)

This objective ensures the final classification ¢(E) is se-
mantically accurate by forcing it to match the stable, un-
corrupted pseudo labels (Mpseudo) When learning from the
topologically-corrupted input.

Next, to ensure the aux labels M, are geometrically
consistent and robust to appearance ambiguity, we apply a
cross-modal structure alignment loss, Lgjign, Which calcu-
lates the cosine similarity between the appearance structure
vector fapp and the geometric structure vector foeo.

f’dpp'fgeo

Latign = 1 — 77— —
align ||f’dpp”2'HfgeoH2

This part of loss forces the learned appearance structure
vector fypp to align with the geometric structure vector fgeo.

Finally, to ensure the auxiliary pathway (DCA, Aux
Head) learns to correctly fuse high-resolution DINO fea-
tures with our topological features (fapp, feeo), and apply
them correctly on Seg Head, we apply a refinement loss,
L, using the multi-class Dice Loss [29], which robustly
quantifies the spatial overlap between the pathway’s pre-
dicted refinement (Mux) and M.

E ;= 1 1 ZC 221 Ms(eg’i)'Ma(u';,Z)ﬂ_e
* O o=l MG +5, ME T +e

where C' is the number of categories, € is a small constant
to avoid division by zero. This loss make Seg Head’s out-
put Mg closer to topological-fused auxiliary head’s output
M,,x. Meanwhile, the losses applied above will regularized
the Seg Head on a right direction.

»CGA = )\con»ccon + )\dist»cdist + )\align»calign + Arefﬁref

Overall, GALoss, presented in Section 3.4, where As
are the weighting coefficients, decouples the problem by
using Lajgn and Ly to solve for appearance ambiguity
on the DBC module, creating a stable, high-quality, and
topologically-fused target. It also uses a dual-objective
Leon, Ldise to ensure the Seg Head learns both a robust fea-
ture space (critical against TopoAug) and precise classifi-
cation. Through optimizing this multi-objective function,
the framework finally learns to produce segmentation that
is both robust to appearance ambiguity and geometrically
consistent.

4. Evaluation

4.1. Experiment Setup

Implementation Details We use DINO [32] pretrained
vision transformers (ViT-S/8) as our baseline Image En-
coder, which keep frozen during training process following
prior work [13, 20], a frozen depth estimator pretrained on
DINO [46] is used to provide geometric prior. The training
images are resized and randomly cropped to 224 x 224.



Table 1. Quantitative comparison with SOTA self-supervised segmentation methods across four standard benchmarks: COCO-Stuff,
Cityscapes, Potsdam, and PASCAL VOC. Results are reported for both ViT-S/8 and ViT-B/8 backbones using pixel accuracy (Acc) and
mean Intersection over Union (mloU). Our method (Ours) achieves superior performance across all datasets and backbone configurations.

Method Backbone Year COCO-Stuff Cityscapes Potsdam PAVSg g L
Acc mloU Acc mloU Acc mloU mloU
CC[18] VGG11 2015 - - 63.9 - 63.9 - -
DeepCluster [4] VGGl11 2018 32.2 9.8 40.7 7.1 41.7 - 42.2
IIC [19] R18+FPN 2019 21.8 6.7 479 6.4 65.1 - 9.8
PiCiE [6] RI18+FPN 2021 48.1 13.8 65.5 12.3 - - -
MaskDistill [40] M R-CNN 2022 - 14.6 - - - - 48.9
DINO [32] ViT-S/8 2022 28.7 113 345 10.9 56.6 33.6 -
STEGO [13] ViT-S/8 2022 48.3 24.5 - - - - -
TransFGU [48] ViT-S/8 2022 52.7 17.5 71.9 16.8 - - 37.2
ACSeg [22] ViT-S/8 2023 - 16.4 - - - - 47.1
HP [34] ViT-S/8 2023 54.5 243 80.1 18.4 - - -
PriMaPs [12] ViT-S/8 2024 46.5 16.4 81.2 19.4 62.5 389 -
DepthG [38] ViT-S/8 2024 55.1 26.7 - - 80.4 - -
EAGLE [20] ViT-S/8 2024 64.2 27.2 81.8 19.7 - - -
Ours ViT-S/8 66.5 28.9 83.1 21.5 83.1 67.3 54.9
DINO [32] ViT-B/8 2022 30.5 9.6 43.6 11.8 66.1 494 -
STEGO [13] ViT-B/8 2022 56.9 28.2 732 21.0 77.0 62.6 -
HP [34] ViT-B/8 2023 - - 79.5 18.4 82.4 68.6 -
PriMaPs [12] ViT-B/8 2024 48.5 21.9 59.6 17.6 80.5 67.0 -
EAGLE [20] ViT-B/8 2024 - - 79.4 22.1 83.3 71.1 -
DepthG [38] ViT-B/8 2024 58.6 29.0 81.6 23.1 - - -
Ours ViT-B/8 68.0 30.1 85.7 23.2 85.3 72.2 55.9
For the evaluation, we adopt the evaluation protocol of ods in self-supervised semantic segmentation. The

prior work [13, 38] While it generates class-agnostic clus-
ters, we use the Hungarian matching algorithm to find the
optimal one-to-one mapping between our predictions and
the ground-truth classes for a fair evaluation.

Datasets and Metrics We evaluate our framework on
four diverse and challenging benchmarks: (1) COCO-Stuff
[2] which has detailed pixel-level annotations, facilitating
comprehensive various object understanding, we evaluate
on the 27 mid-level categories; (2) Cityscapes [7], we eval-
uate on the 27 foreground classes, which is a common
setup used in recent unsupervised segmentation literature
for comprehensive scene parsing; (3) Potsdam [10] origi-
nally consisting of 6 classes, is merged into 3 distinct super-
categories for this task: “Buildings”, ”Vegetation” (merging
“Tree” and "Low veg.”), and ”Ground” (merging “Impervi-
ous surfaces”, ”Car”, and "Clutter””); and (4) Pascal VOC
2012 [9], we evaluate on all 21 classes, which includes the
20 object categories plus the "background” class. For qual-
itative evaluation, we adopt mean intersection over union
(mIoU) and pixel accuracy (Acc) as metrics, following most
researches on semantic segmentation.

4.2. Quantitative Analysis

We present a comprehensive comparison of our
GASeg framework, against the leading SOTA meth-

quantitative results, presented in Table 1, demonstrate that
our method achieves a new SOTA performance across all
four challenging benchmarks on both metric.

Analyzing the ViT-S/8 results, on the COCO-Stuff-27,
our 28.9 mloU surpasses the previous best method, EAGLE
(27.2 mloU). This lead is also on Cityscapes, where our
21.5 mloU represents a +1.8 mloU leap over the next best
competitor, EAGLE (19.7 mloU). Similarly, on PASCAL
VOC, we achieve 54.9 mloU, decisively outperforming all
prior work, including the strong ACSeg (47.1 mloU) and
MaskDistill (48.9 mloU) baselines. Furthermore, our per-
formance on the Potsdam dataset achieves 67.3 mloU, out-
performs the next best reported competitor, PriMaPs (38.9
mloU), by an +28.4 mloU. Given that Potsdam is dominated
by geometrically-defined structures (e.g., buildings, roads)
where semantic color cues are often unreliable, this signifi-
cant margin strongly validates that our model’s success is
directly attributable to its explicit modeling of geometric
and appearance priors.

We also evaluate the performance on larger ViT back-
bone, ViT-B/8, which also achieves top-tier mloU re-
sults across all datasets, including 30.1 mloU on COCO-
Stuff, 23.2 mIoU on Cityscapes, and 72.2 mloU on Pots-
dam. Across two different backbones and four diverse
datasets, our framework consistently raises the bar for self-
supervised segmentation.
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Figure 3. Qualitative semantic segmentation comparisons on the (a) COCO-Stuff-27 [2] (a - h) and (b) Cityscapes [7] (i - k) datasets.
GASeg consistently produces more spatially coherent and accurate masks compared to STEGO and EAGLE.

4.3. Qualitative Analysis

Beyond the quantitative gains demonstrated in Section 4.2,
we provide qualitative comparisons in Figure 3 to visually
demonstrate our framework’s superiority over the leading
baselines, EAGLE [20] and STEGO [13].

Across a variety of challenging scenes from COCO-Stuff
27, our method (Ours) produces segmentation masks that
are more coherent and spatially precise to the ground truth
labels (Label). This is particularly evident in the “Red
Wall” (Figure 3a-d), where both STEGO and EAGLE pro-
duce noisy, striped artifacts, failing to capture the object’s
simple, unified structure. In stark contrast, our model,
guided by its geometric priors, correctly perceives this as
a single, coherent surface, matching the ground truth per-
fectly. Furthermore, the baselines frequently fail to separate
distinct adjacent objects, such as merging the ”accessories”
and bicycle” (Figure 3a-c) or the “cooktop” and “cabinet”
(Figure 3a-e) into single, incorrect semantic blobs.

This robust performance extends to complex street
scenes, as seen in the Cityscapes examples, where our
model demonstrates a clear superiority in parsing complex
structures. This is especially clear in the Figure 3b-j, where
STEGO and EAGLE completely fail to capture the build-
ing’s facade, shattering it into multiple spurious regions and
hallucinating a ”sky” class. Our model, in contrast, cor-
rectly identifies the entire “building” as a single, unified
object. Furthermore, both baselines fail to delineate key
boundaries, merging the “car” with the “road” (Figure 3b-
k) or the ”sidewalk” with the ”building” (Figure 3b-i), while
our method preserves these critical delineations.

This strong visual evidence confirms that our quantita-
tive mloU lead is the direct result of a fundamentally more

robust approach that successfully bridges volatile appear-
ance with stable geometric structure.

4.4. Efficiency Analysis
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Figure 4. Efficiency analysis plotting model accuracy mloU on
COCO-Stuff against computational cost. The size of each bub-
ble corresponds to the model’s parameter count. Our models
(Ours, ViT-S/8, and ViT-B/8) establish a new SOTA efficiency
frontier, achieving higher accuracy for their respective computa-
tional brackets.

We analyze the computational cost of our framework to
demonstrate that our SOTA accuracy does not come at the
cost of practical efficiency. Figure 4 provides a comprehen-
sive overview of this trade-off, plotting the mloU (%) on
COCO-Stuff-27 against the inference-time FLOPs (M) for
our method and all other methods analyzed in Section 4.2.
This visualization clearly shows that both Ours (ViT-S/8)
and Ours (ViT-B/8) establishes a new frontier for this task.



4.5. Ablation Study

To validate our framework and isolate the contribution of
each component, we conduct a series of detailed ablation
studies. All ablation experiments are conducted on the
challenging COCO-Stuff-27 benchmark, using the DINO-
pretrained ViT-S/8 backbone, reporting the standard Acc
and mloU metric.

Table 2. Ablation study on the core components, evaluated on
COCO-Stuft. The upper section validates the optimal placement
of TopoAug. The lower section demonstrates that all four topolog-
ical descriptors in the DBC module, Semantic Area (SA), Seman-
tic Boundary (SB), Depth Area (DA), and Depth Boundary (DB).

Box-Countin

TopoAug SA SB D Ag DB Acc mloU
tea v v v v 65.1 27.1
both v v v v 66.3 279
stu v v v v 66.5 28.9
stu v v v 66.0 28.6
stu v v v 66.1 28.4
stu v v v 65.7 28.2
stu v v v 65.9 28.1

We first validate the placement of TopoAug and design
of DBC module, with results presented in Table 2. “tea”,
“both”, and “’stu” denote applying TopoAug to only the
teacher, both teacher and student, and only the student net-
work, respectively. For the TopoAug, the first three rows of
Table 2 confirms that TopoAug act as an adversarial aug-
mentation for the student to create a crucial information
gap, forcing it to learn robust features. Using the “stu”
placement, achieves 28.9 mloU, while changing this place-
ment to ’tea” or “both” causes a performance collapse to
27.1 mloU and 27.9 mloU, respectively.

Next, for the internal design of the DBC Module, which
is built on four topological descriptors: Semantic Area
(SA), Semantic Boundary (SB), Depth Area (DA), and
Depth Boundary (DB). Starting from our Full Model (28.9
mloU), we ablate each of these as shown in the last five
rows of Table 2, removing any single component results in
a performance drop, confirming they are all necessary.

Table 3. Ablation study on the individual components of the multi-
objective GALoss function.

EXp. Econ »Cdisl Ealign E;ef Acc mloU
A v 53.1 20.4
B v v 57.3 22.8
C v v v 63.2 264
D v v v v 66.5 28.9

Second, we quantify the performance gain from each
component of our multi-objective loss function, presented

in Table 3. We establish a minimal baseline (A) trained
only with the contrastive loss L, yielding 20.4 mloU.
By adding the distillation loss Ly, (B), which compares
the prototypical cluster outputs of both pathways, the per-
formance improves by +2.4 mloU. Then, we add the cross-
modal alignment 1oss Lyjign (C), which aligns the DBC mod-
ule’s semantic fem and geometric fy., features, causes a
substantial performance leap of +3.6 mloU. Finally, our
Full Model (D) adds the refinement loss L, provides a
+2.5 mloU boost to reach our final SOTA performance of
28.9 mloU.

Table 4. Backbone generalizability analysis against SOTA, includ-
ing ResNet-152, ConvNeXt, MAE, and DINO.

Backbone Baseline Our Framework
Acc mloU Acc mloU
ResNet152 [14] 9.8 3.1 12.7 6.2
ConvNeXt [25] 14.1 8.2 194 9.2
SwinViT [24] 16.7 9.7 24.4 14.2
MAE [15] 17.4 10.1 30.6 16.1
DINO [32] 28.7 11.3 66.5 28.9

Finally, we validate the “backbone-agnostic” nature of
our framework by applying different frozen image encoder
in our framework. We build the baseline using a basic
teacher-student training framework (using different aug-
mentation strategies on each branch, no additional mod-
ules). The results are shown in Table 4. Our frame-
work consistently provides performance lift over the base-
line across all tested models. This holds true for different ar-
chitectures, where our framework improves classic models
like ResNet152 (+3.1 mloU) and modern ConvNeXt (+1.0
mlIOU) backbones. Crucially, our method demonstrates
a massive +17.6 mloU gain on the correspondence-based
DINO and a +6.0 mloU gain on the reconstruction-based
MAE. The results confirm our framework is a general-
purpose feature distillation and regularization strategy.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we identified that topological information
has been overlooked in self-supervised semantic segmen-
tation. Motivated by this, we propose GASeg, which
bridges geometric and appearance. (GASeg contains a
Differentiable Box-Counting module to quantify multi-
scale topological statistics; a Topological Augmentation
to enforce robust feature learning; and a GALoss to
align these cross-modal representations. Extensive ex-
periments show GASeg achieves state-of-the-art perfor-
mance on four benchmarks. Our results validate that
bridging geometry and appearance provides a more ro-
bust and accurate semantic segmentation, underscoring the
potential of topological invariants for visual understand-
ing.
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