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Abstract

The Segment Anything Model (SAM), introduced by Meta Al Research as a generic object segmentation model, quickly
garnered widespread attention and significantly influenced the academic community. To extend its application to video,
Meta further develops Segment Anything Model 2 (SAM2), a unified model capable of both video and image segmentation.
SAM?2 shows notable improvements over its predecessor in terms of applicable domains, promptable segmentation accuracy,
and running speed. However, this report reveals a decline in SAM2’s ability to perceive different objects in images without
prompts in its auto mode, compared to SAM. Specifically, we employ the challenging task of camouflaged object detection to
assess this performance decrease, hoping to inspire further exploration of the SAM model family by researchers. The results
of this paper are provided in https://github.com/luckybirdl 994/SAMCOD.

1. Introduction

In recent years, large language models (LLMs) [4,30,34] have sparked a revolution in natural language processing (NLP).
These foundational models exhibit remarkable transfer capabilities, extending far beyond their initial training objectives.
LLMs showcase robust generalization abilities and excel in a multitude of open-world language tasks, including language
comprehension, generation, interaction, and reasoning. Inspired by the success of LLMs, vision foundational models such
as CLIP [24], DINOv2 [22], BLIP [16], and SAM [13] have also emerged. The introduction of these foundational models
continues to drive researchers’ exploration in the field of computer vision.

Among these foundational models, SAM stands out as an influential model in the domain of image segmentation. Upon
its introduction, it quickly receives widespread attention and is utilized across various fields. To further extend SAM’s appli-
cability, SAM2 [25] is introduced, designed to handle both image and video segmentation tasks within a unified architecture.
Compared to SAM, SAM2 has significantly improved in terms of promptable segmentation accuracy and running speed,
further enhancing the capabilities of the SAM model family.

In this technical report, we use the task of camouflaged object detection (COD) as a case study to analyze the progress
and compromises involved in transitioning from SAM to SAM2. We observe the following two points: 1) When the SAM?2
model is provided with prompts for segmentation, its performance shows substantial improvement compared to SAM. 2)
However, when operating in auto mode, where SAM?2 and SAM are both tasked with perceiving all objects in an image
without prompts, the performance of SAM2 significantly deteriorates. We hope that our findings will further encourage
researchers to explore both SAM and SAM?2.

2. Experiments

2.1. Datasets and Metrics

To validate the performance of SAM and SAM2, we evaluate its performance on three benchmark datasets, containing
CAMO [14], COD10K [7], NC4K [19] and MoCA-Mask [3]. We use six widely used metrics: structure-measure (S,) [5],
mean E-measure (E,) [8], F-measure (F), weighted F-measure (ng ), max F-measure (Fg‘”) [20], and mean absolute error
(MAE).
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Table 1. Comparison results between SAM?2 and two state-of-the-art VCOD methods
| MoCA-Mask

\ Fy S,  MAE

SLTNet (CVPR2022) 0.357 0.656 0.021

TSP-SAM(CVPR2024) | 0.444 0.689 0.008
SAM?2 0.691 0.804 0.004

Methods

2.2. Progress

Video Task. One of the biggest advancements of SAM2 over SAM is its application in video tasks. Therefore, we first
test the potential of SAM2 in the VCOD task, selecting the MoCA-Mask as the evaluation dataset. Specifically, for the first
frame of each video sequence, we randomly select three prompt points based on its corresponding ground truth to identify the
target object for segmentation. The video sequence is then input into the SAM2, and the segmentation results are obtained as
shown in Table. 1. SAM2 significantly surpasses state-of-the-art VCOD methods SLTNet [3] and TSP-SAM [9].

Table 2. Promptable segmentation performance of SAM and SAM2.
| CAMO (250 Images) | COD10K (2026 Images) | NC4K (4121 Images)

Methods \Sem“g\ FY S, MAE| F¥ S, MAE | FY S, MAE
FSPNet (CVPR2023) F |0799 0856 0050|0735 0851 0026 | 0816 0879 0.035
NCHIT (CVIU2022) F 0652 0784 0088|0591 0792 0049 | 0710 0830 0.058

ERRNet (PR2022) F 0679 0779 0085|0630 078 0043 | 0.737 0827 0.054
SAM (Shikra+SAM) 7S | 0521 0652 0.128 | 0482 0.657 0.111 | 0570 0689 0.120

SAM?2 (Shikra+SAM?2) A 0.620 0.716  0.113 | 0.565 0.708  0.101 | 0.672 0.760 0.092

SAM (LLAVA+SAM) A 0.520 0.647 0.141 | 0.552 0.696  0.094 | 0.591 0.699 0.115
SAM?2 (LLAVA+SAM?2) A 0.633 0.722 0.114 | 0.640 0.754  0.078 | 0.700 0.776  0.085

Promptable Segmentation. We further evaluate the performance of the SAM and SAM2 on promptable segmentation.
Inspired by the recent study [28], we use MLLMs, Shikra [2] and LLaVA [17] to generate coordinates for camouflaged
objects in images. These coordinates are then input into both SAM and SAM2 to produce the corresponding mask results.
The performance is shown in Table. 2. it is evident that SAM?2’s performance significantly exceeds that of SAM. Moreover,
through this approach, the performance of zero-shot CoD methods has the potential to match or surpass fully supervised
methods. These findings highlight the advancements made by SAM2.



2.3. Compromise

Table 3. Comparison results of SAM and SAM?2 in Auto Mode.

| | CAMO-Test (250 images) | COD10K-Test (2026 images) | NC4K (4121 images)

Methods \ Pub. | S E, Fy Fs Fy* MAE| S, B, Fy F; Fy* MAE| S, E, Fy F; Fy* MAE
CNN-Based Models
SINet CVPR’20 | 0.751 0.771 0.606 0.675 0.706 0.100 | 0.771 0.806 0.551 0.634 0.676 0.051 | 0.808 0.871 0.723 0.769 0.775 0.058
C2FNet IJCATI'21 0.796 0.854 0.719 0.762 0.771 0.080 | 0.812 0.890 0.686 0.723 0.743 0.036 | 0.838 0.897 0.762 0.795 0.810 0.049
LSR CVPR’21 | 0.787 0.838 0.696 0.744 0.753 0.080 | 0.804 0.880 0.673 0.715 0.732 0.037 | 0.840 0.895 0.766 0.804 0.815 0.048
PFNet CVPR’21 | 0.782 0.841 0.695 0.746 0.758 0.085 | 0.800 0.877 0.660 0.701 0.725 0.040 | 0.829 0.887 0.745 0.784 0.799 0.053
MGL CVPR’21 | 0.775 0.812 0.673 0.726 0.740 0.088 | 0.814 0.851 0.666 0.710 0.738 0.035 | 0.833 0.867 0.739 0.782 0.800 0.053
JCOD CVPR’21 | 0.800 0.859 0.728 0.772 0.779 0.073 | 0.809 0.884 0.684 0.721 0.738 0.035 | 0.842 0.898 0.771 0.806 0.816 0.047
TANet AAAT21 | 0.781 0.847 0.678 - - 0.087 | 0.793 0.848 0.635 - - 0.043 - - - - - -
BGNet IJCAI'22 | 0.813 0.870 0.749 0.789 0.799 0.073 | 0.831 0.901 0.722 0.753 0.774 0.033 | 0.851 0.907 0.788 0.820 0.833 0.044
FDCOD CVPR’22 | 0.828 0.883 0.748 0.781 0.804 0.068 | 0.832 0.907 0.706 0.733 0.776 0.033 | 0.834 0.893 0.750 0.784 0.804 0.051
SegMaR CVPR’22 | 0.815 0.874 0.753 0.795 0.803 0.071 | 0.833 0.899 0.724 0.757 0.774 0.034 | 0.841 0.896 0.781 0.821 0.826 0.046
ZoomNet CVPR’22 | 0.820 0.877 0.752 0.794 0.805 0.066 | 0.838 0.888 0.729 0.766 0.780 0.029 | 0.853 0.896 0.784 0.818 0.828 0.043
BSANet AAAT22 | 0.794 0.851 0.717 0.763 0.770 0.079 | 0.817 0.891 0.699 0.738 0.753 0.034 | 0.841 0.897 0.771 0.808 0.817 0.048
SINetV2 PAMI'22 | 0.822 0.882 0.743 0.782 0.801 0.070 | 0.815 0.887 0.680 0.718 0.752 0.037 | 0.847 0903 0.770 0.805 0.823 0.048
FAPNet TIP 22 0.815 0.865 0.734 0.776 0.792 0.076 | 0.822 0.887 0.694 0.731 0.758 0.036 | 0.851 0.899 0.775 0.810 0.825 0.046
C2FNet-ext | TCSVT’22 | 0.799 0.859 0.730 0.770 0.779 0.077 | 0.811 0.887 0.691 0.725 0.742 0.036 | 0.840 0.896 0.770 0.802 0.814 0.048
DGNet MIR’22 0.839 0900 0.768 0.806 0.822 0.057 | 0.822 0.896 0.693 0.728 0.759 0.033 | 0.854 0.909 0.783 0.813 0.830 0.043
CubeNet PR’22 0.788 0.838 0.682 0.732 0.750 0.085 | 0.795 0.865 0.643 0.692 0.715 0.041 - - - - - -
ERRNet PR’22 0.779 0.842 0.679 0.729 0.742 0.085 | 0.786 0.867 0.630 0.675 0.702 0.043 | 0.827 0.887 0.737 0.778 0.794 0.054
Transformer-Based Models
VST ICCV’21 0.807 0.848 0.713 0.758 0.777 0.081 | 0.820 0.879 0.698 0.738 0.754 0.037 | 0.845 0.893 0.767 0.804 0.817 0.048
UGTR ICCV’21 0.785 0.822 0.685 0.737 0.753 0.086 | 0.818 0.852 0.667 0.712 0.742 0.035 | 0.839 0.874 0.746 0.787 0.807 0.052
ICON PAMI®22 | 0.840 0.894 0.769 0.796 0.824 0.058 | 0.818 0.904 0.688 0.717 0.756 0.033 | 0.847 0911 0.784 0.697 0.817 0.045
TPRNet TVCJ22 | 0.807 0.861 0.725 0.772 0.785 0.074 | 0.817 0.887 0.683 0.724 0.748 0.036 | 0.846 0.898 0.768 0.805 0.820 0.048
SAM ICCV’23 | 0.684 0.687 0.606 0.680 0.681 0.132 | 0.783 0.798 0.701 0.756 0.758 0.050 | 0.767 0.776 0.696 0.752 0.754 0.078
SAM2 arXiv'24 0444 0401 0.184 0.207 0.219 0236 | 0.549 0.521 0.271 0291 0.292 0.134 | 0.512 0.482 0.251 0.268 0.269 0.186

Table 4. Comparison of the number of masks predicted by SAM and SAM2.
‘ CAMO (250 Images) ‘ COD10K (2026 Images) ‘ NC4K (4121 Images)

SAM 25472 218508 347728
SAM?2 4761 33522 34044

Auto Mode. In auto mode, we evaluate the performance of SAM2 and SAM. The evaluation method is similar to that
described in the technical report [29], and the comparison includes 22 CoD methods: SINet [7], C2FNet [26], LSR [19],
PFNet [21], MGL [32], JCOD [15], TANet [38], BGNet [27], FDCOD [35], SegMaR [12], ZoomNet [23], BSANet [37],
SINetV2 [6], FAPNet [36], the extension version of C2FNet [1], DGNet [10], CubeNet [40], ERRNet [11], VST [18],
UGTR [31], ICON [39] and TPRNet [33]. The performance is shown in Table. 3. From the table, it is apparent that in
auto mode, SAM?2 seems unable to segment potential camouflaged objects. To further illustrate this point, we have compiled
statistics on the number of masks predicted by SAM and SAM?2 in each dataset, as shown in Table. 4. We can see that the
number of masks predicted by SAM is six to ten times that predicted by SAM2. As shown in Fig. 1, for the prediction of
masks corresponding to a specific image, SAM2 not only lags significantly behind SAM in terms of quantity, but also in
quality.



SAM Predicting 31 Masks
Figure 1. Masks predicted by SAM and SAM2.
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3. Conclusion

This technical report has examined the transition from SAM to SAM2, showcasing both significant advancements and
notable limitations. SAM2, an evolution from the foundational SAM, has proven to excel in tasks involving prompt-driven
segmentation, where it outperforms SAM with enhanced accuracy and speed, particularly in handling both video and image
segmentation. These improvements underscore SAM2’s potential as a versatile tool in the evolving landscape of vision-
based models. However, our evaluations, particularly through the lens of camouflaged object detection, highlight a critical
area where SAM?2 lags behind its predecessor: operating in auto mode without prompts. Here, SAM?2’s performance sig-
nificantly declines, indicating a reliance on prompts that may limit its utility in scenarios demanding autonomous object
recognition. Therefore, we hope continued exploration and refinement of the SAM family, aiming for advancements that
retain the strengths of SAM while overcoming the limitations observed in SAM2. By addressing these challenges, we can
push the boundaries of what foundational models can achieve in the realm of computer vision.
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