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Abstract. Open-ended image understanding tasks gained significant at-
tention from the research community, particularly with the emergence of
Vision-Language Models. Open-Vocabulary Segmentation (OVS) meth-
ods are capable of performing semantic segmentation without relying
on a fixed vocabulary, and in some cases, they operate without the
need for training or fine-tuning. However, OVS methods typically re-
quire users to specify the vocabulary based on the task or dataset at
hand. In this paper, we introduce Auto-Vocabulary Semantic Segmenta-
tion (AVS), advancing open-ended image understanding by eliminating
the necessity to predefine object categories for segmentation. Our ap-
proach, AutoSeg, presents a framework that autonomously identifies
relevant class names using enhanced BLIP embeddings, which are uti-
lized for segmentation afterwards. Given that open-ended object cate-
gory predictions cannot be directly compared with a fixed ground truth,
we develop a Large Language Model-based Auto-Vocabulary Evaluator
(LAVE) to efficiently evaluate the automatically generated class names
and their corresponding segments. Our method sets new benchmarks on
datasets such as PASCAL VOC and Context, ADE20K, and Cityscapes
for AVS and showcases competitive performance to OVS methods that
require specified class names. All code is publicly available here.

Keywords: Auto-Vocabulary Semantic Segmentation · Open-Vocabulary
Semantic Segmentation · Semantic Segmentation

1 Introduction

Semantic segmentation is a computer vision task that involves grouping pixels
into coherent regions based on their semantic categories. While notable advance-
ments have been made, existing semantic segmentation models primarily rely
on labeled datasets with predefined categories, limiting their ability to handle
unknown classes. In contrast, humans possess an open-ended understanding of
scenes, recognizing thousands of distinct categories. Recent studies have focused
on the development of segmentation models to meet similar capabilities [20,24],
with models that leverage Vision-Language Models (VLMs) as an emerging cat-
egory [3, 5, 7, 10, 15, 17, 37, 39, 40]. Such VLMs learn rich multi-modal features
from large numbers of image-text pairs. Given the scale, training VLMs comes
⋆ Equal contribution.
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Fixed-Vocabulary Segmentation Open-Vocabulary Segmentation Auto-Vocabulary Segmentation
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Fig. 1: Different Semantic Segmentation Tasks in Comparison. In traditional
Semantic Segmentation, an image is segmented into fixed, predefined dataset classes
used during annotation. In Open-Vocabulary Segmentation, the user specifies which ob-
ject categories (from the open vocabulary) need to be segmented. In Auto-Vocabulary
Segmentation, relevant object categories are generated from the image automatically,
enabling a true open-ended understanding of scenes without a human in the loop.
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Fig. 2: AutoSeg Exemplary Results. While established segmentation datasets
have a fixed set of annotation categories, our method is able to identify and segment
object categories beyond the fixed-set ground truth, such as cub, dachshund or pagoda.
Images are from the PASCAL VOC [9] and ADE20K [41] datasets.

at a extremely high computational cost. Because of this, it is common to build
upon pre-trained VLMs such as CLIP [25] or BLIP [16]. However, applying these
VLMs on per-pixel tasks is non-trivial, as they are trained on full images and lack
the ability to directly reason over local regions in the image. Previous attempts
have employed a two-stage approach where masked regions are fed to the VLMs
to produce CLIP embeddings, which are subsequently correlated with text en-
codings of text prompts to perform classification [7,17,38]. Other works directly
align per-pixel embeddings with text embeddings retrieved from CLIP [15] based
on text prompts provided by the user at test time. While training these mod-
els, the text prompts usually correspond to the ground truth class names of the
dataset in question. In this paper, we take the capabilities of VLMs one step
further and tackle a more challenging task in which the relevant class names
are automatically generated. We enable Auto-Vocabulary Semantic Segmenta-
tion (AVS), in which the goal is to produce accurate object segmentation and
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their pixel-level classifications for any class without the need for textual input
from the user, predefined class names, additional data, training or fine-tuning.

To tackle this task, we introduce the AutoSeg framework. Our framework
can adapt to any Open-Vocabulary Segmentation (OVS) backbone. We propose
BLIP-Cluster-Caption (BCC) to generate relevant class names, consisting
of four simple steps: 1) obtain local BLIP embeddings at different image scales;
2) cluster local BLIP embeddings to identify and separate meaningful seman-
tic areas in the image; 3) caption each clustered embedding and extract nouns
from the caption; and 4) pass the resulting nouns to a pre-trained segmentation
backbone as class names, thereby essentially creating a self-guided network.

Experimental evaluations on PASCAL VOC [9] and Context [23], ADE20K [41]
and Cityscapes [6] showcase the effectiveness of AutoSeg, achieving state-of-
the-art results on AVS and results competitive to OVS methods which are -
unlike AutoSeg- limited by the need for pre-specified class names. It is capa-
ble of predicting crisp segmentation masks without having any information a
priori about which objects to segment (see Fig. 2). For effective evaluation on
public datasets, we furthermore propose a Large Language Model-based Auto-
Vocabulary Evaluator (LAVE), tasked with mapping auto-vocabulary predic-
tions to fixed ground truth class names in the dataset. All code will be publicly
released to ensure reproducibility and to facilitate further research into AVS.

In summary, our contributions are as follows: 1) we introduce AutoSeg,
a novel framework to automatically determine and segment relevant classes in
an image; 2) we propose BLIP-Cluster-Caption, a novel image captioning
method capable of generating local and semantically meaningful descriptions
from the image obtained from enhanced BLIP embeddings; and 3) we pro-
pose LAVE, a novel evaluation method for auto-vocabulary semantic segmenta-
tion which utilizes an LLM. Through qualitative and quantitative analyses, we
demonstrate the effectiveness of our framework for Auto-Vocabulary Semantic
Segmentation on multiple public datasets.

2 Related Work

Open-Vocabulary Segmentation (OVS). OVS refers to the challenging task
of segmenting images based on a list of arbitrary text queries. Contrary to tradi-
tional segmentation methods, OVS is not limited to a predefined set of classes.
The field of OVS has seen significant advancements through different approaches.
Approaching OVS as a zero-shot task, pioneering work by ZS3Net [1] and SP-
Net [33] trained custom modules that translate between visual and linguistic
embedding spaces and segment by comparing word vectors and local image fea-
tures. These methods attempt to learn the challenging connection between two
very different and independent latent spaces. Consequently, the field of OVS
has seen the introduction of methods incorporating Vision-Language Models
(VLMs). VLMs pre-train a visual feature encoder with a textual feature encoder
on large amounts of image-text pairs, enabling image and text representations to
reside in the same feature space. One of such VLMs, Contrastive Language-Image
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Pre-training (CLIP) [25], has triggered a wave of segmentation approaches that
harness pretrained CLIP embeddings for OVS. LSeg [15] employed the Dense
Prediction Transformer to generate per-pixel CLIP embeddings, which are then
compared to class embeddings derived from ground-truth segments. More pop-
ularly, two-stage approaches such as OpenSeg [10], OPSNet [3], OVSeg [17],
ZSSeg [38] and POMP [27] first obtain class-agnostic masks and use CLIP
to classify each mask afterwards. Other works, including MaskCLIP [7], FC-
CLIP [40], and SAN [37], focus on utilizing intermediate representations from
a frozen CLIP encoder. For example, MaskCLIP uses the token features of the
ViT-based CLIP encoder and compares local features to class label embeddings
instead of pooling them into a global CLIP embedding. The remarkable diver-
sity in the usage of CLIP for OVS extends to works which leverage relationships
between image semantics and class labels in CLIP space [5], use CLIP for binary
mask prediction [39] or ensure segmentation consistency at different granular-
ity levels using CLIP [31]. Several works have proposed to tackle OVS outside
the realm of VLMs using text-to-image diffusion models [11,34] or custom trans-
former networks [19,35,36,42]. Most notably, X-Decoder introduces a generalized
transformer model capable of performing various vision-language tasks using a
single set of parameters. One common and important limitation of the described
methods is the need for textual input as a form of guidance by the user. Our work
presents a novel framework which enables self-guidance by automatically finding
relevant object categories using localized image captioning. Closest and concur-
rent to our work is the Zero-Guidance Segmentation paradigm [28], in which
clustered DINO [2] embeddings are combined with CLIP to achieve zero guid-
ance by the user. Despite the similar setting, there are key differences. While we
use the BLIP [16] model for both image clustering and caption generation, they
design a complex pipeline consisting of image clustering with DINO, obtaining
vision-language embeddings with CLIP and a custom attention-masking mod-
ule, to then caption these with CLIP-guided GPT-2. This requires converting
between three different latent representations throughout the process. In con-
trast, we achieve superior segmentation quality by enabling self-guidance using
any out-of-the-box OVS model.

Image Captioning with Image-Text Embeddings. Image Captioning is
the task of describing the content of an image using natural language. A number
of approaches have been proposed for the task, including ones utilizing VLMs.
Approaches such as CLIP-Cap [22] and CLIP-S [4] utilize CLIP embeddings
to guide text generation. More recently, the Large Language and Vision Assis-
tant (LLaVA) was introduced with similar capabilities by connecting the visual
encoder of CLIP with a language decoder, as well as training on multimodal
instruction-following data [18]. Other approaches rely on BLIP [16], a VLM in
which the task of decoding text from image features was one of the tasks of the
pretraining process. This enables BLIP to perform image captioning without
additional components. Furthermore, the text decoder is guided by local patch
embeddings in a way that enables local captioning based on a specific area. This



Auto-Vocabulary Semantic Segmentation 5

…

BL
IP

 
En

co
de

r BLIP Text 
Decoder

Auto-Vocabulary

Segm
entor

Self-
Guidance

…

parking, car, 
curb, back,  
motorcycle, 
road

BLIP-Cluster-Caption

BLIP 
Embedding

Alignment DenoisingClustering
!

LAVE

BCC 
Embedding

Vertically wider version

Fig. 3: Method Overview. BLIP encodings are clustered, aligned and denoised be-
fore being decoded into nouns. Generated nouns serve as self-guidance to a segmentor,
which predicts the final mask. When evaluating (purple), our custom evaluator LAVE
processes the output, mapping predicted nouns to the fixed-vocabulary annotations.

unique capability, discovered during the development of our method, emerges
organically in BLIP despite being trained solely with image-level captions.
Visual Phrase Grounding. Visual phrase grounding aims to connect different
entities mentioned in a caption to corresponding image regions [29]. This task re-
sembles OVS, as it aims to find correspondences between text and image regions.
However, predicted areas do not have to precisely outline object boundaries and
can be overlapping. Visual grounding has been approached in a self-guided man-
ner, in which heatmaps of regions of the image are generated from image-level
CLIP embeddings, which are then captioned by the BLIP encoder [30]. One dis-
advantage of this approach is that the region determined by CLIP can indicate
multiple objects at once, hence multiple objects are captioned for that region,
preventing pixel-level class-specific predictions. In our work, BLIP serves both
as encoder and decoder, enabling category-specific regions and captioning.

3 Method

This work aims to perform auto-vocabulary semantic segmentation without any
additional data, training, finetuning or textual input. To this end, we propose to
identify relevant object categories in the image by captioning local image regions
at different scales (Sect. 3.1), filtering the generated captions into meaningful
semantic descriptions (Sect. 3.2) and using the generated classes names as target
categories for a segmentor (Sect. 3.3). An overview is depicted in Fig. 3.

3.1 Local Region Captioning

To identify relevant object categories in the image, we employ Bootstrapped
Language Image Pretraining (BLIP) [16]. BLIP is a powerful VLM capable of
performing accurate and detailed image captioning. The BLIP image encoder is
designed as a Vision Transformer [8], dividing the image into patches and en-
coding them into embeddings in which image-text representations reside. Subse-
quently, the set of embeddings is passed through transformer layers to capture
contextual information across the image. Finally, all contextualized embeddings
are passed to the decoder to generate text descriptions. Though effective in de-
scribing salient objects in the image, captioning models like BLIP generally fail to
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describe all elements of a scene comprehensively. This is likely due to the descrip-
tions in the training data, which mostly focus on salient foreground objects. This
characteristic of VLM pre-training limits its direct application to downstream
tasks such as open-ended recognition, in which many objects in the image go un-
noticed. As a solution to this limitation, we propose BLIP-Cluster-Caption
(BCC) to enable the BLIP text decoder to consider all encoded areas in the
image. BCC clusters the encoded BLIP features into semantically meaningful
BLIP feature clusters, which are subsequently enhanced to capture the feature
representation of real objects more effectively. Finally, each BLIP feature cluster
is fed to the BLIP text decoder separately. This enables generating a description
of each semantically meaningful area in the image, resulting in a more compre-
hensive and accurate description of the image overall.

Clustering. By default, BLIP expects an RGB image XD ∈ R384×384×3. Since
common datasets often have images with higher resolution, we additionally pro-
cess the image at a larger resolution XH ∈ R512×512×3. The multi-resolution set
of images X = {XD,XH} is fed to the BLIP encoder to obtain the set of BLIP
patch embeddings B̂ = {B̂

XD
, B̂

XH} at the two resolutions:

PXD =
{
XD

ij |XD
ij ∈ R16×16×3, 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 24

}
(1)

PXH =
{
XH

ij |XH
ij ∈ R16×16×3, 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 32

}
(2)

B̂XR
n = T

(
fMLP(P

XR
n )

)
⊕ zXR

n , ∀n ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N} (3)

where PXD ∈ R576×16×16×3 and PXH ∈ R1024×16×16×3 denote the set of patches
in resolutions D and H respectively, fMLP(·) represents a shared fully connected
Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP) and T is a Transformer encoder, consisting of L
alternating layers of Multi-Head Self-Attention (MHA) and an MLP, sequentially
propagated with the function composition operator ◦:

Tl(X) = X + MHA(LayerNorm(X,X,X) (4)

T̂l(X) = Tl(X) + fMLP(LayerNorm(Tl(X))) (5)

T (X) = (T̂L−1 ◦ T̂L−2 ◦ . . . ◦ T̂0)(X). (6)

In Eq. (3), we additionally concatenate a sinusodial positional encoding1 [32]
zi ∈ R256 to each patch i to encode spatial information, where N is the total
number of patches for each resolution R. Next, we cluster the patches in B̂ for
each resolution R using k-means clustering [21]:

CR
k =argmin

C

N∑
i=1

min
µj∈C

∥B̂XR
i − µj∥2 (7)

where Ck is the set of k clusters and µi are the cluster centroids. Running the
clustering procedure with a 2 to 8 range for k on two different image resolutions
results in 14 different cluster assignments.
1 Obtained with the positional-encodings Python library.

https://pypi.org/project/positional-encodings
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Cross-clustering Consistency. Each run of k-means clustering labels its clus-
ters independently from others, yielding a correspondence mismatch between
clusters across runs. To resolve this, we relabel the cluster indices to a common
reference frame with the following steps:
1. Select C with the most clusters after k-means as a reference set S. As some
clusters end up empty during the k-means iterations, this is not always the set
with highest initial k. The reference set determines the indices used for all other
sets of clusters C, each with its number of clusters denoted by |Ci|:

S = argmax
Ci∈C

|Ci| (8)

2. Sets of clusters are aligned to the reference set using Hungarian matching [14].
We calculate pairwise Intersection over Union (IoU) between the clusters from S
and C. Then, each cluster from C is assigned a new index, matching the cluster
with the highest IoU from S:

For each cluster cj ∈ C, j ∈ {1, . . . , |C|} :

Assign index i to cj where i = argmax
i∈{1,...,|S|}

IoU(cj , si) (9)

3. With the labeled sets of clusters, a probability distribution over the clusters is
assigned to each image patch. For a given patch p, let L(p) = {L1(p),L2(p), . . . ,
Lm(p)} be the set of labels assigned to p by the m different sets of clusters. The
probability P (n|p) of p being assigned to a particular cluster n is defined as the
relative frequency of n among labels L(p):

P (n|p) =
∑m

i=1 1

m
,with 1 =

{
1, if Li(p) = n

0, else
(10)

The predictions of a single k-means predictor tend to contain high levels of noise,
likely due to the high dimensionality of the embeddings. Our method can be seen
as an ensemble, reducing the variance present in each individual predictor. The
areas that are consistently clustered together by various predictors are likely to
be semantically connected. In addition, our method enables for a flexible number
of output clusters. Some of the initial clusters can disappear if they are not well-
supported by multiple predictors. This property is highly desired due to the
variety of input images and the number of objects in them.
Cluster Denoising. To further improve the locality and semantic meaningful-
ness of clustered feature representations, we apply a Conditional Random Field
(CRF)2 [13] and majority filter. CRF is a discriminative statistical method that
is used to denoise predictions based on local interactions between them. In our
case, the predictions are a 2D grid of cluster assignment probabilities of the image
patches. Our implementation is specifically tailored for refining 2D segmentation
map, using a mean field approximation with a convolutional approach to itera-
tively adjust the probability distributions of each image patch’s cluster indices.

2 We use the crfseg Python library.

https://pypi.org/project/crfseg/
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Key to this process is the use of a Gaussian filter in the pairwise potentials,
which ensures spatial smoothness and consistency in the segmentation.

The application of the CRF yields embeddings which are less noisy and more
cohesive than the original aligned k-means result. To address remaining noise in
the embeddings, a neighborhood majority filter is applied as a final step. For each
image patch, we consider the set of patches N (i, j) in its square neighborhood:
N (i, j) = {(i+ δi, j + δj) | δi, δj ∈ {−1, 0, 1}}. The mode value from the cluster
indices in that neighborhood is calculated and assigned as the new index of the
central patch:

mode
(
N (i, j)

)
= argmax

k∈K

∑
m∈N (i,j)

1index(m)=k (11)

This step is applied recursively until convergence or 8 times at most. In the
supplementary material, we visualize the effect of each step on the embeddings.
Captioning. The next step involves turning clustered, denoised and enhanced
BLIP embeddings into text. The BLIP text decoder is a Transformer architecture
capable of processing unordered sets of embeddings of arbitrary size. We leverage
this feature and feed flattened subsets of patch embeddings, each corresponding
to a cluster, to the BLIP text decoder. Spatial information is preserved due to
the presence of positional embeddings added in the clustering step. With this
technique, our method essentially infers semantic categories captured by clusters
and represented by BLIP embeddings. To the best of our knowledge, we are the
first to use the text decoder in this manner, enabling local captioning for which it
was never specifically trained. The caption generation is stochastic, with different
object namings appearing in the captions depending on initialization. To obtain
a rich, unbiased and diverse set of object names, we regenerate captions with
each embedding multiple times in caption generation cycles.

3.2 Caption Filtering

The captions generated by the BLIP text decoder are sentences in natural lan-
guage. For our task, we are only interested in the class names present in each
sentence. To obtain these, we filter the sentence down to relevant class names
using noun extraction. Captions are parsed using the spaCy model3 to provide
a part-of-speech label for each word in the caption. Words labeled as nouns are
kept and converted into their singular form through lemmatization. We collect
all nouns generated by different clusters and cycles into one noun set and remove
any duplicates, as well as nouns which do not appear in the WordNet dictionary.

3.3 Self-Guidance

The output of the clustered BLIP embeddings (see Sect. 3.1) is a 32x32 grid
with cluster index assignments. Each element of the grid corresponds to an
3 www.spacy.io/models/en#en_core_web_sm

www.spacy.io/models/en#en_core_web_sm
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image patch from the original image, which enables us to create segmentation
masks - defined as a union of areas covered by image patches with the same
index - essentially for free. For example, Fig. 3 shows the clustered output as a 2-
dimensional mask, which succeeds in masking relevant objects to a certain extent.
However, the segmentation outputs are constrained to a 32x32 resolution of the
BLIP encoder. Upsampling yields unsatisfactory results, since objects appear
oversegmented and boundaries remain unsharp. Another challenge is to associate
each mask with one class name. In this cluster representation, masked areas
are described with sentences rather than single nouns. When such a sentence
contains multiple nouns, it is not trivial which noun to select as the predicted
class name for that mask. To perform effective and accurate auto-vocabulary
semantic segmentation, we leverage BCC’s strength in generating an elaborate
set of relevant class names and use this as textual guidance for a pre-trained OVS
model capable of producing high-resolution outputs. BCC is model-agnostic,
therefore any kind of OVS model that expects an image and a set of class labels
can be combined with our method. We focus on X-Decoder [42], which is a
popular and well-performing OVS model.

3.4 Custom Open-Vocabulary Evaluator

As discussed in Sect. 2, previous works in OVS have mainly focused on a set-
ting where the target class names are provided by the user. Hence, evaluation is
possible by having access to the ground truth of those target class names during
evaluation. However, in scenarios where the target class names are discovered
rather than pre-specified, as in our framework, there may be a lack of direct
alignment between the semantics of these categories and the classes used in the
annotations. In zero-guidance segmentation [28], the authors have proposed to
align class names based on the cosine-similarity in the latent space of Sentence-
BERT [26] or CLIP [25]. In our initial experiments, this yielded unsatisfactory
results where, even in obvious cases, the open-vocabulary classes were linked
to the incorrect class (e.g . taxi to road instead of car). This led to a decline
in performance as measured by segmentation metrics, yet the method showed
promising results from a qualitative perspective. Relations between two class
names can be complex, such as synonymity, hyponymy, hypernymy, meronymy
or holonymy, which exceed the capabilities of a cosine-similarity criterium in the
respective latent spaces. As a possible solution, we propose an LLM-based Auto-
Vocabulary Evaluator (LAVE). Specifically, we employ the Llama 2 7B Large
Language model4 with the task of mapping predicted auto-vocabulary categories
to target categories in the dataset. First, AutoSeg returns a segmentation mask
with classes from an auto-vocabulary generated by BCC. Second, LAVE col-
lects all uniquely predicted auto-vocabulary categories in the output and builds
a mapper from each predicted category to the most relevant or similar target
category. Thirdly, all pixel values in the segmentation mask belonging to each

4 www.huggingface.co/meta-llama/Llama-2-7b

www.huggingface.co/meta-llama/Llama-2-7b
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Input Ground Truth X-Decoder + BLIP BLIP-Cluster-Caption AutoSeg

Fig. 4: Segmentation with VLMs. Example outputs on PASCAL VOC/Context
(top), ADE20K (middle) and Cityscapes (bottom) by feeding plain BLIP embeddings
to X-Decoder, directly using BCC embeddings as masks and AutoSeg. Notably, our
method segments images in the most comprehensive and accurate manner.

class are updated respectively according to the mapper. Finally, the mean Inter-
section over Union (mIoU) is computed with the updated segmentation mask.
Pseudocode and prompts for LAVE are provided in the supplementary material.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experimental Setup

We evaluate our method on three popular semantic segmentation validation
datasets: PASCAL VOC [9] and Context [23], ADE20K [41] and Cityscapes [6]
with 20, 459, 847 and 20 classes respectively. These datasets cover a wide range
of difficulty and class diversity. For example, ADE20K is challenging with its
many and infrequently appearing classes, while Cityscapes contains many object
instances per image. We list dataset statistics in Tab. 2.
Evaluation. For quantitative comparison with previous works, we use mIoU as
the main metric. As mentioned in Sec. 3.4, class predictions in the segmentation
mask are mapped using LAVE before the mIoU is computed. Furthermore, to
study the class-agnostic segmentation performance of different VLMs, we report
class-agnostic mean Intersection over Union (cmIoU). The computation of cmIoU
involves the following steps. First, pairwise IoU values, denoted as IoU(gi, pj) are
calculated between all ground-truth segments gi and predicted segments pj from
a given image. Each gi segment is matched with the predicted segment pmaxi

that yields the highest IoU value: pmaxi
= argmaxj IoU(gi, pj). The cmIoU is

then determined by calculating the arithmetic mean of these highest IoU values
across the dataset, which can be formulated as cmIoU = 1

N

∑N
i=1 IoUmaxi

where
N is the total number of ground-truth segments in the dataset.
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Table 1: Ablations on Segmentation with VLMs. Class-agnostic mIoU values
for different variants of our method. AutoSeg, which combines BCC with X-Decoder
segmentation, achieves the best performance on all four datasets.

Approach VOC [9] PC-459 [23] ADE20K [41] Cityscapes [6]

X-Decoder [42] + BLIP [16] 38.0 35.3 26.7 29.2
Blip-Cluster-Caption 16.3 16.3 11.3 0.85
AutoSeg 71.8 47.7 29.2 35.8

Implementation details. For our experiments, we use the BLIP model built
with ViT-Large backbone and finetuned for image captioning on the COCO
dataset in combination with the Focal-L variant of X-Decoder. For both mod-
els, we use publicly available pretrained weights and do not perform any addi-
tional finetuning. Parameter tuning is performed for the clustering and caption-
ing modules. Parameters of the clustering include image scales encoded by BLIP
(384×384 and 512×512), the k values of k-means clustering (2 to 8), the parame-
ters of Gaussian smoothing in the CRF (smoothness weight of 6 and smoothness
θ of 0.8), the number of iterations of majority filtering (8) and the feature dimen-
sion size of the positional embeddings (256). As for text generation, we opted
for nucleus sampling with a minimum length of 4 tokens and maximum of 25,
top P value of 1 and repetition penalty of 100 to ensure as many unique nouns
as possible. These parameters were determined using Bayesian optimization on
VOC with the goal of maximizing the mIoU.

4.2 Ablations

To investigate the performance of different configurations of our framework, we
present two ablation studies. The first ablation study investigates different meth-
ods of using a VLM to obtain segmentation masks. In the second, we examine
the effect of different amounts of captioning cycles.
Segmentation with Vision Language Models. A VLM can be leveraged in
different ways to obtain segmentation masks. In this ablation study, we study
the benefit of using an auto-vocabulary generated with BCC for segmentation
as in AutoSeg. In order to do so, we compare our method against a scenario
where plain BLIP embeddings are used for captioning instead of enhanced ones.
Furthermore, we also evaluate the extent to which BCC embedding outputs
themselves can be used directly as segmentation masks (see Sect. 3.3) after up-
sampling. Due to the difficulty of establishing correspondence between BCC
clusters and ground-truth labels, we evaluate the segmentation quality using
cmIoU. Quantitative results are reported in Tab. 1. On all four datasets, Au-
toSeg performs most effectively. Comparing X-Decoder + BLIP to AutoSeg
qualitatively, one can observe that the former suffers from false positives and false
negatives simultaneously, which in turn serves as an explanation for the perfor-
mance gap in cmIoU. For example, in PASCAL, it incorrectly masks the area
around the bus at the cost of segmenting people. In ADE20K and Cityscapes, it
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Table 2: Ablations on Captioning Cycles. The optimal number of captioning
cycles varies per dataset. On Cityscapes, which has images in the highest resolution,
most instances (I) and classes on average (C), AutoSeg benefits from 25 cycles, while
between 1 and 15 captioning cycles for datasets with fewer instances per image suffices.

Number of Captioning Cycles

Dataset I C C 1 5 10 15 20 25

PASCAL VOC [9] 3.5 3.5 20 85.3 84.4 87.1 85.7 83.3 83.3
PASCAL Context [23] 18.9 6.2 459 10.1 9.7 11.2 11.7 9.6 10.8
ADE20K [41] 19.5 10.5 847 5.9 5.8 5.1 5.2 5.1 5.6
Cityscapes [6] 34.3 17 20 28.2 28.1 28.4 28.3 27.9 29.5

ignores large parts of the area which could appear to BLIP as insignificant. Our
framework ensures that smaller, less salient objects are effectively captioned.
As expected, intermediate masks of BCC do not segment objects sufficiently
accurate due to the low resolution of the embedding space. Interestingly, it is
still capable of segmenting global areas linked to certain objects in PASCAL
and ADE20K, while failing completely for Cityscapes, likely due to the higher
instance count and higher resolution of images.
Captioning Cycles. A key aspect of our model is its capability to iteratively
repeat the captioning process within BCC, enabling it to generate a more ex-
haustive collection of nouns which accurately describe the scene. This approach
proves especially beneficial in instances where objects are initially overlooked or
described with less precise semantic terms. To assess the impact, we explore the
effects of single versus multiple captioning iterations — 5, 10, 15, 20, or 25 times
— using the mIoU metric. The findings, presented in Tab. 2, reveal that the opti-
mal number of captioning cycles varies significantly with the dataset in question.
Specifically, we observe that for the Cityscapes dataset, characterized by its high
average number of instances and unique classes per image (denoted as I and C
in Tab. 2, respectively), a greater number of cycles yields the most benefit. For
datasets with a lower average number of instances and unique classes per image,
like VOC or ADE20K, fewer captioning cycles are required for BCC to identify
all relevant class names. As anticipated, our model requires a greater number
of captioning cycles for the Context dataset, which, despite featuring images
identical to those in VOC, includes annotations for an additional 439 object cat-
egories. Remarkably, AutoSeg successfully handles ADE20K, the dataset with
the largest number of unique classes in our experiments, using merely a sin-
gle captioning cycle. This outcome underscores our model’s ability in efficiently
addressing complex datasets which resemble an open-ended setting.

4.3 Quantitative Analysis

We compare our method against existing OVS methods that require class names
to be given, as well as with Zero-Guidance Segmentation (referred to as Ze-
roSeg [28]). Tab. 3 shows the results. Without any specification of class names
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Table 3: Quantitative Results (mIoU). AutoSeg performs competitive with ex-
isting OVS methods which require class names, while achieving superior performance
on the zero label setting. Results with dashes are not published and unavailable.

Method Auto-Classes VOC [9] PC-459 [23] ADE20K [41] Cityscapes [6]

LSeg [15] ✗ 47.4 - - -
OVSegmentor [36] ✗ 53.8 20.4 - -
SimSeg [39] ✗ 57.4 26.2 - -
OVDiff [11] ✗ 69.0 31.4 - -
OpenSeg [10] ✗ 72.2 45.9 8.8 -
OVSeg [17] ✗ 94.5 55.7 9.0 -
ODISE [34] ✗ 82.7 57.3 11.0 -
SAN [37] ✗ 94.6 57.7 12.4 -
CAT-Seg [5] ✗ 97.2 62.0 13.3 -
ZSSeg [38] ✗ 83.5 47.7 7.0 34.5
X-Decoder [42] ✗ 96.2 65.1 6.4 50.8
FC-CLIP [40] ✗ 95.4 58.4 14.8 56.2

ZeroSeg [28] ✓ 20.1 11.4 - -
AutoSeg (Ours) ✓ 87.1 11.7 5.9 29.5

through user input, AutoSeg achieves 86%, 18%, 40% and 52% of the best per-
forming OVS methods on VOC, Context, ADE20K and Cityscapes respectively.
The difference in performance can be attributed to AutoSeg needing to identify
the subjects for segmentation independently, while OVS methods are explicitly
instructed on the specific objects to segment. Remarkably, however, AutoSeg
is able to remarkably surpass the performance many OVS methods on VOC,
such as OVDiff [11], OpenSeg [10] or ODISE [34], without any access to the
ground truth class names. While still leaving room for improvement, our model
compares competitively with OVS methods on ADE20K and Cityscapes, two
very challenging datasets either high in number of unique classes or instances.
Comparing to ZeroSeg, AutoSeg achieves superior performance on VOC (87.1
over 20.1 mIoU) and Context (11.7 over 11.4 mIoU). Furthermore, we set a new
state-of-the-art on ADE20K and Cityscapes under the auto-class generation task
setting. This outcome underscores the efficacy of our method in dealing with
complex scenes that have an open-ended nature, such as ADE20K with its large
number of rare classes. While other models have to decide between 847 possi-
bilities, AutoSeg suggests a smaller yet more relevant set of class names. Our
method deals well with high numbers of instances and can successfully identify
various non-salient objects. A comparison with the findings from Tab. 2 reveals
that while BCC struggles with providing high-quality masks on its own, it is
able to identify the accurate target classes, which can subsequently be segmented
with precision. Additional experiments are provided in the supplementary mate-
rial, in which we generate class names with other image captioning methods and
compare the segmentation performance of such vocabularies. Overall, our results
demonstrate that the integration of BCC and OVS harnesses the strengths of
both, leading to enhanced open-ended recognition capabilities.
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Fig. 5: Qualitative Results. AutoSeg shows remarkable capability to identify out-
of-vocabulary categories, such as hawk or coke, and segment them accurately across
different datasets. The first two rows highlight results on from PASCAL VOC/Context,
while the bottom two rows are from ADE20K and Cityscapes respectively.

4.4 Qualitative Analysis

Fig. 5 displays qualitative results on the four datasets, where AutoSeg demon-
strates its capability to comprehensively detect and accurately segment relevant
object categories within the images. Remarkably, it predicts segmentation masks
for specific class names such as hawk, piano, wildflower, officer or coke - all cat-
egories not listed in the annotations of their respective datasets. Moreover, in
certain instances, AutoSeg successfully captures additional contextual details,
such as graduation or exercise, illustrating the model’s capabilities at recogniz-
ing objects in scenes in a genuinely open-ended manner. Additional results, as
well as failure cases, are available in the supplementary material.

5 Conclusion

In this work we introduced AutoSeg, a novel method which leverages a vision-
language model to automatically identify relevant target classes and segment
them - a task we termed Auto-Vocabulary Semantic Segmentation. Additionally,
we proposed LAVE, a new evaluation method which employs an LLM to map



Auto-Vocabulary Semantic Segmentation 15

open-ended class names to ground-truth labels. AutoSeg demonstrates remark-
able open-ended recognition capabilities, achieving state-of-the-art performance
on the zero label setting, while being competitive with open-vocabulary segmen-
tation models which require ground-truth label specification.

Acknowledgements. This work was supported by TomTom, the University
of Amsterdam and the allowance of Top consortia for Knowledge and Innova-
tion (TKIs) from the Netherlands Ministry of Economic Affairs and Climate
Policy.
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Supplementary Material

Appendix A. LLM-based Auto-Vocabulary Evaluator

This appendix provides more insight into the pseudocode and text prompts of
the LLM Mapper which maps auto-vocabulary classes to the fixed-vocabulary
classes present in the annotations of each respective dataset. The LLM Map-
per is a key component of our LLM-based Auto-Vocabulary Evaluation Metric
(LAVE) and enables the evaluation of predicted auto-vocabulary classes on pub-
lic benchmarks. By doings so, we enable comparison with with open-vocabulary
methods, such as in Tab. 3, which predict a fixed-vocabulary for evaluation.

LLM Mapper Pseudocode

The LLM Mapper is tasked with creating a mapping dictionary which maps from
auto-vocabulary classes to fixed-vocabulary classes. The resulting mapping dic-
tionary can be used during inference to map pixel-level class predictions belong-
ing to an automatically generated - out-of-vocabulary- class to fixed-vocabulary
class indices. In Alg. 1, we detail the procedure to create the mapping dictionary.

LLM Mapping Prompts

The generateDialogs() function in the LLM Mapper takes a prompt template
as one of its inputs. This prompt template is dependent on the dataset and
is used to generate dialogs to query the LLM with. For PASCAL VOC and
Cityscapes, we explicitly specify the list of categories given its short length with
20 classes each. For PASCAL Context and ADE20K, with its 459 and 849 classes
respectively, we rely on the LLM’s knowledge of the datasets. Explicitly naming
each object class from these datasets causes the LLM to run into memory issues
when queried with long dialogues. We specify the prompt templates for each
respective dataset as follows:

PASCAL VOC and Cityscapes

To which class in the list <dataset> is <name> exclusively most
similar to? If <name> is not similar to any class in the list or
if the term describes stuff instead of things, answer with
‘background’. Reply in single quotation marks with the class name
that is part of the list <dataset> and do not link it to any other
class name which is not part of the given list or ‘background’.

where <noun> is the noun to map to the vocabulary and <dataset> is the list
of classes of PASCAL VOC or Cityscapes.
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Table 4: Experiments with Alternative Class Generation Baselines (mIoU).
Experiments with alternative methods to generate classes showcase that AutoSeg is
favorable for AVS across all three datasets, with larger performance gaps on VOC and
Cityscapes with a smaller vocabulary size.

Approach VOC [9] PC-459 [23] Cityscapes [6]

SAM + BLIP + X-Decoder 41.1 11.3 27.4
LLAVA + X-Decoder 56.7 11.4 23.4
AutoSeg 87.1 11.7 29.5

PASCAL Context and ADE20K

To which class in the <dataset> dataset is <name> exclusively most
similar to? If <name> is not similar to any class in <dataset> or
if the term describes stuff instead of things, answer with
‘background’. Reply in single quotation marks with the class name
that is part of <dataset> and do not link it to any other class
name which is not part of the given list or ‘background’.

where <noun> is the noun to map to the vocabulary and <dataset> is either
‘PASCAL-Context 459’ or ‘ADE20K’.

Appendix B. Alternative Class Generation Baselines

In Tab. 4, we provide additional comparisons with alternative methods to gener-
ate class names from images. In particular, we compare against an altered version
of BLIP to caption the image at an object instance level with segments retrieved
from the Segment Anything Model (SAM) [12]. We use segment everything
prompting, i.e. the model’s object proposal generation functionality. Further-
more, we compare against Large Language and Vision Assistant (LLaVa) [18],
generating classes with the prompt ‘Please name all the elements present
in the image as a list of nouns’. We compare the mIoU performance on
VOC, Context and Cityscapes and find that AutoSeg performs favorably over
other approaches that are adjusted to segment with automatically generated
classes. The performance gap is especially high for datasets with a small vo-
cabulary, such as VOC and Cityscapes, possibly indicating that AutoSeg is
better able in generating classes that are relevant for prediction while the other
methods generate redundant classes which become false positive predictions. In
contrast to both SAM and LLaVa, AutoSeg has an additional benefit of being
independent of prompting. For this reason, our method does not require prompt
engineering in order to obtain class names effective for accurate segmentation.
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Original Image Aligned Clusters

BLIP-Cluster-Caption

k=2 k=8

Clustered BLIP Embeddings After CRF After Maj. Filter

Clustering Alignment Denoising

Fig. 6: Visualization of Intermediate BCC Outputs. Intermediate BCC outputs
show how BLIP embeddings are enhanced with each individual step of Clustering,
Alignment or Denoising.

Appendix C. Visualization of Embeddings in BCC

In Fig. 6, we visualize intermediate 32x32 outputs of BCC to better under-
stand what each individual step of Clustering, Alignment or Denoising achieves.
Firstly, Fig. 6 reveals that clustering BLIP embeddings results grouping pixels
into semantic areas. With k = 2, the image is divided an area which includes
the cows (in blue) and another for everything else (green), while for k = 8,
various other objects - such as the pole in purple - get included. At this stage,
the embeddings appear noisy and inconsistent across all k, which is why the
combination of all clusters is so important. The alignment output shows that
certain objects from a higher k embeddings are now included in those of lower k
embeddings, i.e. the aligned embedding captures a more extensive list of objects
present in the image. Finally, to further reduce the noise in the embedding, we
apply CRF and a majority filter. We see that the final embedding consists of
three unique semantic areas, which are eventually fed to the BLIP text decoder
for captioning.

Appendix D. Additional Qualitative Results

In Fig. 7, 8 and 9, we provide additional qualitative results of AutoSeg and
discuss observed capabilities or limitations in the caption of each figure.



Auto-Vocabulary Semantic Segmentation 19

(a) Success Case. AutoSeg can infer de-
tailed class names, such as courtroom, which
is non-existent in the extensive vocabulary of
the dataset.

(b) Success Case. The class badminton is
not part of ADE20K. Despite taking up a
very small area in the image, AutoSeg is still
capable of segmenting it.

(c) Success Case. AutoSeg displays ad-
vanced scene understanding capabilities.
Here, it recognizes the out-of-vocabulary
class reflection, which requires the model
to reason about other auto-generated classes
and structural properties in the image.

(d) Success Case. The rare and out-of-
vocabulary class name dinosaur is generated
automatically and segmented by AutoSeg..
This is another example of the method’s effi-
cacy on long-tailed classes.

(e) Failure Case. AutoSeg’s occasionally
struggles with indoor scenes from specific
buildings, such as a mosque in this image.
Our model mistakenly regards it a temple.

(f) Failure Case. Here, AutoSeg predicts
the zebra rug as a zebra as a result of noun
parsing. After BCC has generated captions
from the image, both zebra and rug get
parsed into individual nouns. When fed to
the segmentor, zebra eventually ends up be-
ing predicted as the more relevant class name.

Fig. 7: Additional Qualitative Results on ADE20K.
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(a) Success Case. Despite the visual sim-
ilarities between a moped and motorcycle,
AutoSeg correctly considers both and seg-
ments them accurately. A supervised model
would fail to generalize to moped, as it is out
of Cityscapes’ vocabulary.

(b) Success Case. While annotations in
Cityscapes consider all car types to be equal,
AutoSeg often generates more specific de-
scriptions, such as the SUV in this image.

(c) Success Case. AutoSeg is able to pro-
vide class names which can be crucial for real-
life scenarios, such as hazard in this example.
The standard 20 classes in Cityscapes do not
account for such objects descriptions.

(d) Failure Case. Occasionally, generated
class names, such as street, dominate the
search space of the segmentor and cause it to
attend more on that class. This may result
in oversegmentation and other class names,
such as car, to be ignored.

Fig. 8: Additional Qualitative Results on Cityscapes.

(a) Success Case. AutoSeg is able to
accurately classify and segment classes not
present in the dataset, such as the ox.

(b) Failure Case. Generated nouns are oc-
casionally hyponyms or hypernyms of each
other, causing the classes to “compete" for
the final segmentation. Future work could
possibly address this by checking for such
relations between nouns and correcting for
them.

Fig. 9: Additional Qualitative Results on PASCAL.
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Algorithm 1 LLM Mapper
Require: nouns, dataset_vocabulary, llm_batch_size, prompt_template, LLM

all_responses, map_dict, skipped ← initialize()
for batch in split(nouns, llm_batch_size) do

dialogs ← generateDialogs(batch, prompt_template)
batch_responses ← LLM(dialogs)
store(all_responses, (batch_responses, batch))

end for

for (batch_response, batch) in all_responses do
for (response, noun) in (batch_response, batch) do

answer ← parseResponse(response)
common ← intersect(answer, dataset_vocabulary)
updateDict(map_dict, noun, common)
updateSkipped(skipped, noun, common)

end for
end for

for key in map_dict do
if key is in vocabulary then

map_dict [key ] ← key
end if
if key is in skipped then

skipped ← removeItem(skipped, key)
end if

end for

for skipped_key in skipped do
map_dict [skipped_key ] ← “background"

end for

return map_dict
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