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Abstract

The open-vocabulary image segmentation task involves
partitioning images into semantically meaningful segments
and classifying them with flexible text-defined categories.
The recent vision-based foundation models such as the Seg-
ment Anything Model (SAM) have shown superior perfor-
mance in generating class-agnostic image segments. The
main challenge in open-vocabulary image segmentation
now lies in accurately classifying these segments into text-
defined categories. In this paper, we introduce the Univer-
sal Segment Embedding (USE) framework to address this
challenge. This framework is comprised of two key com-
ponents: 1) a data pipeline designed to efficiently curate
a large amount of segment-text pairs at various granulari-
ties, and 2) a universal segment embedding model that en-
ables precise segment classification into a vast range of text-
defined categories. The USE model can not only help open-
vocabulary image segmentation but also facilitate other
downstream tasks (e.g., querying and ranking). Through
comprehensive experimental studies on semantic segmen-
tation and part segmentation benchmarks, we demonstrate
that the USE framework outperforms state-of-the-art open-
vocabulary segmentation methods.

1. Introduction

Open-vocabulary image segmentation [7, 20, 35, 36] aims
to partition images into semantically meaningful segments
and classify them with arbitrary classes defined by texts.
Recent advances in vision foundation models such as the
Segment Anything Model (SAM) [15] have shown supe-
rior performance in grouping image pixels into semantically
meaningful segments at various granularities (e.g., object,
part, and subpart). However, the existing open-vocabulary
image segmentation methods [7, 20, 35, 36] face challenges
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Figure 1. The proposed framework consists of two major com-
ponents: a) data pipeline that generates segment-text pairs from
image datasets and b) segment embedding model.

in fully utilizing image segments generated by foundation
models. For instance, end-to-end methods such as side
adapter network (SAN) [36] cannot take image segments
generated by foundation models as input or prompt to assign
class labels. While two-stage methods (e.g., OVSeg [20])
decouple the image segmentation and classification, they
are still limited in classifying segments at various granu-
larities because of limited human annotations [2].

In our study, we introduce a Universal Segment Embed-
ding (USE) framework to tackle the identified challenges.
The goal of USE is to take an image and various segments
as input and generate an embedding vector for each seg-
ment that aligns with its corresponding text descriptions.
These segment embeddings can then be utilized for clas-
sifying the segments in a zero-shot manner, similar to the
CLIP [29] model used for image classification. Inspired
by the recent advances in vision-language foundation mod-
els [21, 28], we develop the USE framework with a data-
centric approach. Specifically, we introduce a data pipeline
(Figure 1a) designed to autonomously generate segment-
text pairs at various granularities without human annota-
tions. In addition, we develop a lightweight universal seg-
ment embedding model (Figure 1b) that can be trained effi-
ciently on the large scale of segment-text pairs.

Data Pipeline. Training data with a large scale of high-
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quality segment-text pairs plays an indispensable role in
achieving a high-performing USE model. Inspired by the
foundation model-powered data-centric approaches [28],
we build a data pipeline that leverages a set of vision or
vision-language foundation models to extract segment-text
pairs from unlabeled images. Given an image, our data
pipeline starts by generating detailed descriptions of the
objects and parts in the image with a Multimodal Large
Language Model (MLLM) [32]. Then, we detect the most
relevant bounding box for each object/part with a phrase
grounding model [22]. In the end, the segments of the ob-
jects and parts are generated based on the bounding boxes
to collect segment-text pairs.

Model. We develop the USE model by leveraging the
capabilities of pre-trained foundation models with mini-
mal trainable parameters. The USE model consists of
two major components, including an image encoder that
is adapted from pre-trained vision foundation models and
a lightweight segment embedding head that generates seg-
ment embeddings for input segments. Note that the output
of the image encoder can be reused with different segments,
and the lightweight segment embedding head can generate
embeddings efficiently.

We conducted extensive experiments on open-
vocabulary semantic segmentation and part segmentation
benchmarks to demonstrate the advances of the proposed
data pipeline and model. Our framework not only achieves
state-of-the-art performance but also has flexibility in
handling different open-vocabulary recognition tasks.

In summary, the contributions of this paper are threefold:
• We propose a carefully designed data pipeline that can

autonomously generate high-quality segment-text pairs at
various granularities without human annotations.

• We propose a lightweight segment embedding model that
can generate high-quality segment embeddings, which
are well-aligned with text descriptions. Hence, it enables
various zero-shot image segmentation tasks such as se-
mantic, instance, and part segmentation. In addition, the
embeddings offer efficient querying of image segments
by text.

• Substantial performance improvements are observed with
our approach over the state-of-the-art open-vocabulary
image segmentation methods on different tasks including
semantic and part segmentation.

2. Related Work
Multi-Modality Representation Learning. Recently,
learning from large-scale image-text data (e.g., CLIP [29])
has shown promising results in connecting visual concepts
with textual descriptions. Pre-trained CLIP [29] has en-
dowed many computer vision tasks with the capability of
open-vocabulary recognition by learning a joint represen-
tation of image and text. These computer vision tasks in-

clude but are not limited to image segmentation [10, 20,
34, 36], object detection [8, 37], and image captioning [24].
However, the multi-modality representation learning for
segment-text data is still under-explored with very few ex-
isting work [20, 34]. OVSeg [20] proposes a mask-adapted
CLIP that fine-tunes CLIP on a collection of masked image
regions to produce mask-aware image embeddings. Unfor-
tunately, OVSeg fails to connect rich semantic information,
such as object attributes, with the masked regions. It also
has the limitation that the background information outside
the masked region is completely ignored during the genera-
tion of segment embeddings. Unlike OVseg, the USE model
can learn more expressive segment embeddings enriched
with detailed text descriptions, including color, shape, size,
etc. In addition, the segment embeddings generated by the
USE model will take the context information outside the
masked region into account given the detailed text descrip-
tions.

Open-Vocabulary Image Segmentation. Driven by the
increasing demands of real-world visual tasks, such as au-
tonomous driving, the significance of open-vocabulary im-
age segmentation is growing rapidly. The existing meth-
ods can be classified into two categories: end-to-end ap-
proaches [33, 34, 36, 40] and two-stage approaches [5, 12,
20, 35]. The two-stage approaches first generate class-
agnostic segment proposals and then classify segments into
text-defined categories, whereas the end-to-end approaches
often generate class-specific segments in an end-to-end
manner. Our approach aligns with the two-stage paradigm.
Compared with the previous two-stage methods, our ap-
proach can take segments of various granularities as input
and generate the corresponding embeddings. Meanwhile,
we propose a foundation model-powered data pipeline to
generate a large scale of segment-text pairs, which enhances
the zero-shot ability of our model.

Improving Image-Text Datasets. The careful curation
of high-quality image-text pairs is the secret sauce behind
the remarkable performance of large-scale pre-trained mul-
timodal models like CLIP [29]. Inspired by this observa-
tion, researchers have recently conducted extensive research
on improving the quality of image-text datasets, which can
further improve the performance of open-vocabulary com-
puter vision tasks. The existing work can be categorized
into two classes: data filtering [3, 23] and data improve-
ment [6, 18, 39]. Data filtering aims to improve the effi-
ciency and robustness of model training by filtering noisy
image-text pairs, while data improvement focuses on im-
proving the alignment of image and text data. In order to
avoid filtering out images with rich visual concepts, we de-
signed a data improvement approach as part of our data
pipeline. Similar to [39], we leverage MLLMs to infuse
more informative visual concepts into image captions. Fur-
thermore, we propose to augment the image captions by
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Figure 2. The overview of our data pipeline, which automati-
cally constructs segment-text pairs at different levels of granular-
ity. We design a unified data pipeline that curates data from dif-
ferent types of data sources while taking advantage of multiple
foundation models to streamline the process.

meticulously describing the parts of objects in the image,
thereby enriching the semantics of captions at multiple lev-
els of granularity.

3. Method

In this paper, we propose a novel open-vocabulary image
segmentation framework, USE, which consists of two key
components: a data pipeline (Section 3.1) and a univer-
sal segment embedding model (Section 3.2). Specifically,
the data pipeline aims to automatically curate large-scale
segment-text pairs with fine-grained object descriptions at
multiple levels of granularity; the universal segment embed-
ding model generates segment embeddings that are aligned
with text embeddings in the joint space of vision and lan-
guage. Details of the two components are as follows.

3.1. USE Data Pipeline

In this section, we introduce our data pipeline to automati-
cally curate segment-text pairs whose semantics are closely
aligned. We carefully designed the data pipeline in a way
that both the segments and text encapsulate information at
multiple levels of granularity, with the purpose of enhancing
the open-vocabulary recognition ability of our model.

The proposed data pipeline can be generalized for cu-
rating data from multiple types of data sources including
image-only datasets (e.g., CIFAR-100 [17]), image-caption
datasets (e.g., COCO [2], SBU [27], and CC3M [30]),
and image with phrase grounding boxes (e.g., Visual
Genome [16]). This unified data pipeline consolidates the
segment-text pairs extracted from different image datasets

and generates a collection of segments for each image
where each segment can have multiple text descriptions as-
sociated with it. More importantly, this data pipeline is fully
automatic and can be easily scaled up to billions of images.

The high-level overview of the proposed data pipeline
is presented in Figure 2. It can be decomposed into three
major modules: (a) an image captioning module that gen-
erates detailed descriptions of the image at different levels
of granularity, (b) a referring expression grounding module
that produces box-text pairs based on the images and cap-
tions, and (c) a mask generation module that converts box-
text pairs into segment-text pairs. A detailed illustration of
our data pipeline is discussed in the following sections.

Ground-Truth Caption: Someone has placed 
the stuff rabbit with the fruit.

Commonly Used Prompt

Describe this image in 
detail. In your description,
specifically mention ALL 
VISIBLE parts of each 

object in the image.

Our Prompt

The image features a small stuffed bunny rabbit 
sitting on a plate next to a variety of fruits. The 
plate is filled with grapes, and apples, creating a 
colorful and appetizing display. The rabbit toy is 
positioned in the center of the plate, surrounded 
by the fruits. 

In the center of the picture, there is a white rabbit 
doll with face. It has two pink ears, and the left 
ear has two pink dots on it. There is an orange-
red apple at the right side of the rabbit and there 
is another red apple visible behind the rabbit.
Besides, there are four purple grapes arranged 
in clusters.

MLLM

MLLM

Figure 3. The examples of the ground-truth caption, the caption
generated with the commonly used image captioning prompt, and
the caption generated with our prompt. Our prompt can guide the
MLLM to generate captions with more fine-grained object parts.

Multi-Granularity Image Captioning. Our data
pipeline starts with generating descriptions of objects (or
parts) as well as their attributes from images. The qual-
ity and diversity of the descriptions play an important
role in extracting segment-text pairs that cover objects
in images as much as possible. We initially start with
web-crawled or human-generated image captions (e.g.,
COCO [2], SBU [27], CC3M [30]) following previous
work [28, 29]. However, we observe that these captions
either lack descriptions about object attributes or only fo-
cus on the main objects in the image (see the ground-truth
caption in Figure 3). This motivates us to generate im-
age captions with richer semantic information. To this
end, we leverage the recent advances of MLLMs such as
CogVLM [32], Kosmos-2 [28], and LLaVA [21]. For all
the MLLMs, the design of the text prompt is important for
guiding the MLLMs to generate captions with desired prop-
erties. In order to obtain detailed descriptions of objects and
parts in images, we prompt the MLLMs as follows:

”Describe this image in detail. In your description,
specifically mention ALL VISIBLE parts of each object in
the image.”

Compared with the commonly used image captioning
prompts (e.g., ”Describe the image in detail.”), our prompt
allows MLLMs to not only describe the objects along with
their attributes but also mention the visible parts of each ob-



ject presented in the image. As shown in Figure 3, the cap-
tion generated with our prompt specifically mentions ”face”
and ”two pink ears” along with detailed descriptions of the
color of the apple, while the caption generated with the
commonly used prompt fails to include this level of fine-
grained details about the image. In our experimental study,
we chose to employ CogVLM as the MLLM for generating
multi-granularity captions.

“a white rabbit doll”,
“face”

Noun Phrase face

Caption

Grounding
Model

Grounding
Model

a white rabbit doll face

a white rabbit doll

Figure 4. The examples of generated box-text pairs if we query the
grounding model with either the entire caption or individual noun
phrases. Querying with the entire caption can help to accurately
identify object parts by considering more context information.

Referring Expression Grounding from Captions.
Given the captions from different sources (i.e., ground-truth
captions and MLLM-generated captions), the next step is
extracting referring expressions from the captions and iden-
tifying their corresponding image regions represented by
bounding boxes. Inspired by Kosmos-2 [28], we first ex-
tract the noun phrases using spaCy [11] and then expand the
noun phrases as referring expressions. For example, from
a caption (”There is an orange-red apple at the right side
of the rabbit and there is another red apple visible behind
the rabbit.”), we can obtain the noun phrases (”an orange-
red apple”, ”the right side”, ”the rabbit”, ”another red
apple”). We further expand the noun phrases to referring
expressions by recursively traversing the children of noun
phrases in the dependency tree and concatenating them. For
the above example, the referring expressions we obtained
after expanding noun phrases are (”an orange-red apple”,
”the right side of the rabbit”, ”the rabbit”, ”another red
apple visible behind the rabbit”). Clearly, referring ex-
pressions could capture more context information regard-
ing the objects. Existing open-vocabulary segmentation
models that contain segment-text curation pipelines [7, 20]
have a limited understanding of the text, either only includ-
ing nouns (e.g., ”apple”, ”side”, ”rabbit”) from the cap-
tion, or including adjectives and nouns separately (e.g, ”ap-
ple”, ”side”, ”rabbit”, ”orange-red”, ”red”, ”visible”,
”right”).

Compared with their approaches, the training data cu-
rated by our data pipeline will encapsulate richer semantics
such that our open-vocabulary recognition ability can be en-
hanced and the predicted segments can be more consistent
with the text query.

In order to obtain the bounding boxes associated with
the extracted referring expressions, we adopt the open-
vocabulary grounding models (e.g., Grounding DINO [22]
and CoDet [14]). Note that some of the MLLMs [28]
also offer the grounding capability, however, the gener-
ated bounding boxes are less accurate than the specialized
grounding models. In this work, we use the Grounding Dino
as an example. Given the image caption, there are two pos-
sible approaches to collecting bounding boxes associated
with the noun phrases: querying with the noun phrases in-
dividually like what previous method [28] did or querying
with the entire caption and then matching the boxes with
the phrases. We observe that querying with the entire cap-
tion allows the grounding model to capture the comprehen-
sive referring relationships implicitly encapsulated in the
caption. In particular, when querying for object parts, the
context is extremely important. For example, as shown in
Figure 4, the rabbit face can be accurately located when
querying with the entire caption, while the face is mistak-
enly assigned with a bounding box containing the apple if
we query with the noun phrase ”face” alone. Hence, we de-
cided to query the grounding model with the entire caption
and match the boxes with the phrases as follows. For each
predicted box, we first identify the token with the highest
probability score and associate the box with the noun phrase
that contains the identified token. As a result, we generate
a collection of box-text pairs for the next step. Note that
we also extend box-phrase pairs to box-expression pairs and
store both because the description of an image region can be
ambiguous and from multiple levels of detail.

Mask Generation with Box Prompt. Given the box-
text pairs generated by the referring expression grounding
model mentioned above or directly from human annotations
(e.g., Visual Genome [16]), the next step is to convert the
bounding boxes into masks. We employ the image seg-
mentation model SAM [15] which takes a bounding box
as a prompt and outputs the mask of the best object that
tightly fits with the box. For each box, the SAM will gen-
erate multiple masks, and we only choose the one with the
highest stability score (predicted by the SAM). Similar to
SAM, we perform two post-processing steps over the cho-
sen masks including filling the small holes and removing
the isolated small components. We notice that for some text
with vague meanings (e.g., a room, the atmosphere), the
bounding boxes often cover the entire image. If the size of
the box is greater than 90% of the image size, we directly
use the mask of the entire image as the corresponding seg-
ments without using SAM. Then, a collection of segment-
text pairs can be obtained and merged via mask-based non-
maximum-suppression (NMS). We use NMS to remove du-
plicate masks for each image because different text descrip-
tions may refer to the same object in the image. After NMS,
all the text descriptions associated with the duplicate masks
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Figure 5. Architecture of the USE model, which consists of: a) an image encoder to extract image features for local patches and b) a
segment embedding head maps the image features to segment embeddings that are aligned with text descriptions. The USE model is
trained with segment-text contrastive loss using the segment and text embeddings.

will be merged and assigned to the corresponding mask.

3.2. USE Model

Inspired by recent advancements in multi-modal foundation
models (e.g., LLaVA [21], CogVLM [32]), we introduce the
USE model, which leverages the capabilities of pre-trained
foundation models (i.e., CLIP [29] and DINOv2 [26]) with
minimal trainable parameters. The architecture of the USE
model is illustrated in Figure 5, comprising two major com-
ponents: a) an image encoder that extracts image features
by adapting the pre-trained foundation models, and b) a seg-
ment embedding head that generates segment embeddings
based on the input segments and maps the segment embed-
dings to the vision-language space. In the subsequent sec-
tions, we first provide a detailed description of these two
components and then discuss the training and loss of the
model.

Image Encoder. Given an input image x, we exploit pre-
trained vision transformers (ViTs) to extract patch embed-
dings z ∈ RN×D, where N is the number of image patches
and D is the embedding dimension. To capture local fea-
tures from image patches for the segmentation task, we use
the multi-level feature merging introduced in COMM [13],
which uses both CLIP and DINOv2 to extract the embed-
dings. Specifically, given the CLIP model CLIPvisual and
an input image x, we extract patch embeddings from all
transformer blocks CLIPvisual(x) = [c0, c1, . . . , cm−1],
where m is the number of transformer blocks. To align em-
beddings from different blocks, we apply a linear-layernorm
module (LLN) [13] to patch embeddings of each block. The
LLN is a layer norm layer followed by a linear layer. Then,
we merge the patch embeddings from different blocks by
weighted sum c =

∑m−1
i=0 αi · LLN(ci), where the block

scales αi are learned during training. The DINOv2 patch
embeddings d are also extracted with the same approach.
Note that we only extract patch embeddings from the last
l blocks of DINOv2 because the shallow features lead to
significant performance degradation [13]. Hence, the DI-
NOv2 patch embeddings are d =

∑n−1
i=n−l βi · LLN(di).

In order to capture global image features, we also obtain
the image embeddings from the cls tokens of CLIP and DI-
NOv2, denoted as ĉ and d̂. In the end, the output of our
image encoder is the patch-wise concatenation of the ex-
tracted embeddings as z = [c, ĉ,d, d̂]. It is worth mention-
ing that both CLIP and DINOv2 are frozen during training.
The only trainable parameters in the image encoder are the
LLN modules and the block scales (i.e., αi and βi).

Segment Embedding Head. Given arbitrary segments
as prompt, the embedding head aims to extract segment em-
beddings from the patch embeddings z and map them to the
joint space of vision and language. Specifically, given a
segment s, we first calculate the segment’s area within each
patch and then normalize it with the patch size to determine
the segment’s weight within each patch. Then, we use these
weights to compute the weighted average of the patch em-
beddings. Finally, the average embedding is mapped to the
vision-language space with a linear layer and serves as the
segment embedding s. Note that we use simple mask pool-
ing and linear projection, which are lightweight and cost-
effective to train over a large scale of segment-text pairs.
More sophisticated designs such as prompt encoder [15]
and cross attention [1] can also be considered, which we
leave for future work.

Training and Loss. After obtaining the segment embed-
dings s0,1,...,k−1 of a set of segments. We compute the text
embeddings t0,1,...,k−1 of the corresponding texts. Then we
use the segment-text contrastive loss to train the model as:

L = − 1

2k

k−1∑

i=0

[
log

exp(si · ti/τ)∑k−1
j=0 exp(si · tj/τ)

+ log
exp(si · ti/τ)∑k−1

j=0 exp(sj · ti/τ)

]
,

(1)

where τ is the temperature parameter that scales the log-
its. Note that a segment may correspond to multiple text
descriptions in the training data. At each training iteration,
we randomly sample a text description for each segment in
the mini-batch to compute the text embedding.



Dataset #pairs #pairs w/ NMS #expressions

COCO (OVSeg) [20] 1.3M - 0.3M

COCO 5.6M 1.3M 0.9M
VG 5.0M 2.9M 3.1M

Table 1. The number of segment-text pairs and unique expressions
generated by the proposed data pipeline.

4. Experiments
4.1. Datasets

Training Data. We collect training data using the proposed
data pipeline from two datasets including COCO [2] and
Visual Genome (VG) [16]. For COCO, we use all training
images with captions, which contain 118k images and 590k
captions. We also use CogVLM-17B [32] to generate de-
tailed captions for these training images. The hyperparam-
eters of CogVLM-17B are set as follows: temperature =
0.8, TopP = 0.4, and TopK = 5. The images and the
captions are fed into grounding DINO [22] with Swin-T
backbone to generate bounding boxes of reference expres-
sions. The box threshold is set to 0.05, and the NMS thresh-
old is set to 0.7 for grounding DINO. The bounding boxes
are then fed to SAM [15] with ViT-H backbone to generate
the corresponding segments. Most of the hyperparameters
for SAM are set as the default value, except the IoU thresh-
old and the stability score threshold are both reduced to 0.6
to obtain more segments. Similar segments are merged us-
ing NMS with an IoU threshold of 0.7, and the correspond-
ing expressions are merged into a list. For VG, we use the
human-annotated box-text pairs from the training data di-
rectly and convert the boxes into segments using SAM with
the same hyperparameter setting as COCO. The numbers
of segment-text pairs and unique expressions are shown in
Table 1. Compared with OVSeg [20], our data pipeline gen-
erates 4 times segment-text pairs and 3 times unique expres-
sions on the COCO dataset, because OVSeg only focuses on
nouns.

Test Data. We evaluate the USE Model on two tasks, in-
cluding open-vocabulary semantic segmentation and open-
vocabulary part segmentation. For open-vocabulary seman-
tic segmentation, we evaluate our model on ADE20K [38]
and Pascal Context [25] datasets. ADE20K is a large-scale
dataset for scene understanding with 20K training images
and 2K validation images. We use the validation set with
two sets of categories for evaluation, one set includes 150
frequently used categories (ADE-150) and the other set con-
tains a full list of 847 categories (ADE-847). Pascal Context
is a dataset for semantic understanding with 4,998 train-
ing and 5,105 validation images. We also use the valida-
tion set with two sets of categories for evaluation including
one with 59 categories (PC-59) and the other one with 459

categories (PC-459). For open-vocabulary part segmenta-
tion, we perform the experiments on the PartImageNet [9]
dataset, which contains 16,540 training images and 2,957
validation images. We use the validation set for evaluation,
which contains 40 part categories. It is worth mentioning
that our model is not trained on any of the training images
mentioned above. Moreover, none of the category names
are known before testing.

4.2. Implementation Details

We employ the ViT-L/14 CLIP model pre-trained on
336×336 resolution and the ViT-L/14 distilled DINOv2
model in the image encoder. For the CLIP model, we col-
lect patch tokens from all transformer blocks and for DI-
NOv2 we only use the patch tokens output from the last
6 transformer blocks. The embeddings of expressions are
generated by the same ViT-L/14 CLIP model with 4 prompt
templates including: a photo of {}, This is a photo of {},
There is {} in the scene, and a photo of {} in the scene.
During training, the input images are augmented with ran-
dom image resizing with a scaling factor from 0.5 to 2
and random cropping with a size of 560×560. The USE
model is trained on the generated segment-text pairs for 5
epochs with a batch size of 32. The temperature τ from the
segment-text contrastive loss is set to 30 for all experiments.
We set the initial learning rate to 0.001 and decay it with a
polynomial learning rate policy with a power of 0.9. The
AdamW optimizer is used with a weight decay of 0.01.

4.3. Open-Vocabulary Semantic Segmentation

We evaluate our method with open-vocabulary seman-
tic segmentation using class-agnostic masks. The class-
agnostic masks are generated by prompting SAM with a
regular grid of point prompts followed by filtering and
merging duplicate masks via NMS. For each mask, we first
obtain its embedding using our model and then compute
the similarities between the segment embedding and the
text embeddings of the target classes. Here, we adopt the
prompt template used in [10] to generate text embeddings as
the class names are mostly nouns. The similarities are then
converted to probabilities with softmax. To generate seman-
tic segmentation maps, we calculate the class prediction of
each pixel by aggregating the probabilities of all segments
that cover the pixel and taking the class with the highest
probability.

We compare the performance of our method with
the state-of-the-art open-vocabulary semantic segmentation
methods [4, 7, 19, 20, 34–36] on the ADE20K and Pas-
cal Context datasets. The performance is evaluated with
the mean Intersection over Union (mIoU) across all classes.
For methods that were evaluated with different CLIP mod-
els [20, 35, 36], we use results from the ViT-L/14 CLIP
model for comparison. For other methods, we use the high-



Method Type Training Data VL-Model ADE-150 ADE-847 PC-59 PC-459 Average

LSeg+ [19] end2end COCO ALIGN EN-B7 18.0 3.8 46.5 7.8 19.0
ZegFormer [4] end2end COCO CLIP ViT-B/16 16.4 - - - -
OpenSeg [7] end2end COCO ALIGN EN-B7 28.6 8.8 48.2 12.2 24.4
ODISE [34] end2end COCO Stable Diffusion 29.9 11.1 57.3 14.5 28.2
SAN [36] end2end COCO CLIP ViT-L/14 32.1 12.4 57.7 15.7 29.4

SimSeg [35] two-stage COCO CLIP ViT-L/14 21.7 7.1 52.2 10.2 22.8
OVSeg [20] two-stage COCO CLIP ViT-L/14 29.6 9.0 55.7 12.4 26.6
OVSeg+SAM two-stage COCO CLIP ViT-L/14 27.5 8.8 51.2 12.3 24.9

USE+SAM (ours) two-stage COCO† CLIP ViT-L/14 37.0 13.3 57.8 14.7 30.7

USE+SAM (ours) two-stage COCO,VG CLIP ViT-L/14 37.1 13.4 58.0 15.0 30.9

Table 2. Open-vocabulary semantic segmentation benchmarks measured by mIoU. Our method outperforms the state-of-the-art two-
stage methods by a large margin on all datasets. Our method also achieves the best average performance compared with all previous
methods. † We use all segment-text pairs from COCO images including the annotations from VG.

est performance number of each method for comparison.
We first train our model on the segment-text pairs from the
COCO images for fair comparison. Similar to other two-
stage methods [20, 35], we also train an extra model on the
COCO ground truth annotations and use predictions from
both models to make the final prediction. Table 2 shows the
benchmarking results on the ADE20K and Pascal Context
datasets. We observe that our method consistently outper-
forms the state-of-the-art two-stage methods on all datasets
by a large margin. Note that OVSeg’s performance de-
clines when using SAM segments, indicating that SAM seg-
ments at varying granularities are even more challenging to
classify. Meanwhile, our method archives the best average
performance compared with the state-of-the-art end-to-end
methods while preserving the flexibility of taking segments
at various granularities as prompt. Extra performance boost
can also be observed when training on COCO plus VG im-
ages.

Method Datasets All Quadruped

(40) head body foot tail

USE (ours) COCO 6.2 8.8 2.6 2.6 18.5

VLPart [31] Pascal Part 4.5 17.4 0.1 0.0 2.9
VLPart [31] + ImageNet 5.4 23.6 3.4 0.8 1.2
VLPart [31] + ImageNet w/ Parts 7.8 35.0 15.2 3.5 8.9

Table 3. Open-vocabulary part segmentation benchmarks on
PartImageNet measured by mAP. Here, mAPmask@[0.5, 0.95]
of all 40 parts and Quadruped’s parts are presented. Specifically,
our method is trained on COCO datasets that do not contain any
human-annotated part segments. In contrast, VLPart is first trained
on human-annotated part data, Pascal Part. Then, image-level an-
notations and part-level annotations on ImageNet are added to the
training data sequentially.

Figure 6. Illustrative example of class-agnostic masks generated
by SAM. SAM fails to capture the elephant’s head because the
boundary lines between the head and the neck are very blurry.

4.4. Open-Vocabulary Part Segmentation

In addition to semantic segmentation, the effectiveness of
our method is also evaluated with open-vocabulary part seg-
mentation on PartImageNet dataset [9]. To begin with, the
class-agnostic masks are generated using SAM. The simi-
larities between the segment embeddings and text embed-
dings of the target classes are obtained with the same ap-
proach discussed in Section 4.3. Because the class-agnostic
masks are generated by prompting SAM with uniformly
sampled points over the entire image, most of the proposed
masks do not contain any object parts. Instead, it may con-
tain the entire object in the foreground or the objects in
the background. Therefore, we combine the classes of the
parts with a list of common background classes to perform
classification. Specifically, we include the 91 COCO stuff
classes and 11 super-categories from PartImageNet. During
inference, we only evaluate the masks whose most similar
classes are one of the target part categories.

To evaluate the performance of our model, we compare
it against VLPart [31] which is specifically designed and
trained for open-vocabulary part segmentation. To assess
our open-vocabulary recognition ability on parts against



Image Encoder ADE-150 (mIoU) ADE-847 (mIoU)

CLIP 30.2 10.3
DINOv2 31.9 10.2
CLIP + DINOv2 32.6 11.3

Table 4. Ablation study on the choice of the pre-trained back-
bone. Combining CLIP and DINOv2 gives the best mIoU.

Architecture ADE-150 (mIoU) ADE-847 (mIoU)

w/o cls token 31.4 10.0
w/ cls token 31.9 10.2

Table 5. Ablation study on architecture design of the image en-
coder. Only DINOv2 is used in the study.

VLPart, we choose to compare with their cross-dataset gen-
eralization performance on the PartImageNet dataset, i.e.,
the VLPart model is trained on datasets other than PartIma-
geNet. Following VLPart, we adopt mAPmask@[0.5, 0.95]
as our evaluation metric. As indicated in Table 3, our
model outperforms VLPart trained on Pascal Part (human-
annotated part data) and VLPart trained on Pascal Part + Im-
ageNet over all 40 categories by 1.7 and 0.8, respectively,
even though our model was not trained on any human-
annotated part data and have not seen any images from Im-
ageNet during training. Compared with the VLPart trained
on Pascal Part + ImageNet + ImageNet w/ Parts (4th row
in Table 3), our performance is slightly worse. However,
it’s important to note that this VLPart model is not under an
open-vocabulary setup, as it relies on known target classes
of the downstream task and incorporates part segments de-
rived from human annotations.

In terms of the detailed metrics of Quadruped, our model
achieved sufficiently high mAP on the body, foot, and es-
pecially tail parts, but our model does not perform well in
terms of the head. This is caused by the limitation of SAM
because SAM is mostly edge-oriented and thus hardly dif-
ferentiates two parts if the boundary edges between them
are blurry. For example, as shown in Figure 6, the ele-
phant’s trunk has clear edges, whereas the boundary lines
between the elephant’s head and the elephant’s neck are
fuzzy and thus can hardly be distinguished by SAM. It is
worth mentioning that, our method is flexible enough to
take the class-agnostic masks generated by any image seg-
mentation model. Hence, segmentation models that are
specifically designed for parts can be used to improve our
open-vocabulary part segmentation performance.

4.5. Ablation Study

We study the choice of the pre-trained backbone on the
ADE20K dataset and the open-vocabulary semantic seg-

a street

a man
umbrella black jacket

blue jeans

an umbrella

a woman

another woman

several bicycles
parked by the roadside

input image boxes from ground truth caption boxes from MLLM augmented caption

a black and white dog

legs

a ear

a nose

eyes

Figure 7. More fine-grained objects and parts can be extracted
from MLLM augmented captions compared with ground truth
captions.

mentation task. We train the model on the COCO images
and set the crop size of images to 336×336 during train-
ing to reduce computation costs. The evaluation results are
shown in Table 4, which shows that performance gains can
be obtained by combining CLIP and DINOv2.

Compared with COMM [13], we propose to concate-
nate the cls token with the patch tokens when extracting
image features for the embedding head. We study the in-
fluence of the cls token on the ADE20K dataset for open-
vocabulary semantic segmentation. The model is trained
with the same hyperparameter setting as the previous study.
The performance number with and without using the cls to-
ken is shown in Table 5. We can see that the mIoU is im-
proved consistently by including the cls token.

We qualitatively compare the objects extracted from
ground truth captions and MLLM-augmented captions in
Figure 7. More fine-grained objects and parts can be
captured by MLLM-augmented captions compared with
ground truth captions. For example, the eye, nose, ear, and
leg of the dog.

5. Conclusion

This paper presents the USE framework for open-
vocabulary image segmentation. By integrating a care-
fully designed data pipeline and a lightweight embedding
model, the USE framework effectively classifies image seg-
ments in a zero-shot manner without human annotations.
Our approach leverages pre-trained foundation models, op-
timized for efficiency and scalability. Extensive experi-
ments demonstrate the superiority of the USE framework
over existing methods in semantic and part segmentation.
We hope this work can shed some light on building founda-
tion models for open-vocabulary image segmentation and
segment-based representation learning.
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A. Supplementary
In this supplementary, we include:
• visualization of curated data (A.1)
• additional ablation study (A.2)
• additional quantitative results on open-vocabulary seman-

tic segmentation (A.3)
• qualitative comparison of open-vocabulary semantic seg-

mentation methods (A.4)
• visualization of text-based query (A.5)

A.1. Examples of Curated Data

Figure 1 shows 4 example images with generated segment
text pairs. The captions of the 4 images are listed as follows:
• Figure 1a:

– A toy dinosaur standing on a sink next to a running
faucet. (human-annotated)

– a faucet running next to a dinosuar holding a toothbrush
(human-annotated)

– A toy lizard with a toothbrush in it’s mouth standing
next to a running water faucet in a bathroom. (human-
annotated)

– A fake toy dinousure has a green tooth brush in its
mouth (human-annotated)

– a sink with running water a mirror and a Godzilla tooth-
brush holder (human-annotated)

– In the picture, there is an orange dinosaur toy in front
of a white sink. The dinosaur figurine is standing on its
hind legs, with a blue toothbrush in its mouth. Above
it is a mirror, and behind the dinosaur toy, there is a
silver metal faucet. Next to the sink, there is a round
hole. (MLLM-generated)

• Figure 1b:
– A picture of a dog laying on the ground. (human-

annotated)
– Dog snoozing by a bike on the edge of a cobblestone

street (human-annotated)

a sink with running water
a toothbrush in it 's mouth
…

Its mouth

running water

a sink with running water
a sink

a godzilla toothbrush holder
a dinosaur holding a toothbrush
...

a faucet running next to a dinosaur holding a toothbrush
a running water faucet in a bathroom
…

a dog laying on the ground
a white dog
…

a cobblestone street
the ground

a side walk
the street

a bike
the bicycle

the edge of a cobblestone street

dishes

a fork
a fork surrounded by dishes

whipped cream
a puddle of whipped cream

a large piece of layered cake served on a plate
cake

plate next to a puddle of whipped cream
a plate
...

layered cake

a wood roof

a dining room

chairs
all wooden chairs

tables
dining tables

lightning
lights

plates

silverware

a b

c d

Figure 1. Examples of the curated segment text pairs.

– The white dog lays next to the bicycle on the sidewalk.
(human-annotated)

– a white dog is sleeping on a street and a bicycle
(human-annotated)

– A puppy rests on the street next to a bicycle. (human-
annotated)

– A small dog is lying on the sidewalk, sleeping. There is
a bicycle leaning against the wall with black spokes
and a blue basket. On both sides of the street are
tall buildings. In front of the building on the right,
there are several people walking or standing. (MLLM-
generated)

• Figure 1c:
– A slice of cake on a plate next to a puddle of whipped

cream. (human-annotated)
– A half-eaten piece of cake sits on a plate on a cluttered

table. (human-annotated)
– Multiple layer cake on plate, half eaten with a fork.

(human-annotated)
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Method Type Training Data VL-Model ADE-150 ADE-847 PC-59 PC-459 Average

USE two-stage COCO w/o GT mask CLIP ViT-L/14 35.2 13.2 54.6 13.6 29.2
USE two-stage COCO CLIP ViT-L/14 37.0 13.3 57.8 14.7 30.7

Table 1. Influence of combining models trained on different data sources. Performance is evaluated using mIoU.

Method Training Data Metric ADE-150 ADE-847 PC-59 Average

SAN [? ] COCO pAcc 71.0 57.2 78.8 69.0
USE COCO pAcc 70.7 58.7 77.4 68.9

SAN [? ] COCO mAcc 50.7 25.3 77.5 51.1
USE COCO mAcc 58.4 29.8 77.3 55.1

Table 2. Open-vocabulary semantic segmentation benchmarks measured by pAcc and mAcc.

– A nicely set table with a large piece of layered cake
served on a plate. (human-annotated)

– a piece of cake on a plate with a fork surrounded by
dishes (human-annotated)

– The image shows a half-eaten, multi-layered cake in
a large plate placed on a cluttered dining table. A
fork is resting next to the plate, indicating that someone
has already started enjoying their dessert. In addition
to the cake and utensil, there are several other items
scattered across the table: a bowl, multiple cups, two
books, and some bottles. The scene appears quite busy
with various objects occupying space on the table, sug-
gesting it might be during a gathering or celebration
where people have come together for food and drinks.
(MLLM-generated)

• Figure 1d:
– A dining room filled with tables and chairs and light-

ing. (human-annotated)
– A restaurant with tables, chairs, lights, plates and sil-

verware. (human-annotated)
– A restaurant has tables and chairs and a wood roof.

(human-annotated)
– A large very large restaurant with all wooden chair and

tables. (human-annotated)
– A room filled with dining tables and chairs. (human-

annotated)
– This picture depicts a dining room with wooden floors

and walls, and many tables and chairs arranged in an
orderly manner. There are plate, fork, and spoon on
each table, as well as napkins. In addition, there is a
yellow lamp hanging above the table, and the ceiling
is decorated with bamboo and wood structures. On the
far right of the photo, there is a pillar with an ancient
vase placed on it, and next to it is a wall covered with
black curtains. (MLLM-generated)

The MLLM-generated captions capture fine-grained de-
tails of the images. The generated segments with respect to

Image Ground-Truth USE OVSeg

Figure 2. Visual results of open-vocabulary semantic segmentation
on ADE20K validation set. Compared with OVSeg, our method
predicts segmentation classes more accurately.

the phrases in the captions are highly relevant, though there
are still a few misaligned segments and phrases.

A.2. Ablation Study

Table 1 demonstrates the influence of combining mod-
els trained on different data sources, including human-
annotated and curated masks. Same as OVSeg [? ],
different models’ predictions are combined with different
weights. We set the weight of the model trained on curated
masks as 1. The weight of the model trained on human-
annotated masks is set to 0.7 for the Pascal Context dataset
with 59 categories and 0.25 for other datasets. We can
see that by using human-annotated masks from the COCO
dataset, the performance improves especially for the Pas-
cal Context dataset with 59 categories. The reason is that
the 59 categories of the Pascal Context dataset are similar
to the human annotations in the COCO dataset [? ]. For
datasets that contain a large number of categories, the in-
fluence of human annotations decreases, for example, the
ADE20K dataset with 847 categories.



A.3. Quantitative Results on Open-Vocabulary Se-
mantic Segmentation

Table 2 shows additional quantitative results for open-
vocabulary semantic segmentation on pixel accuracy
(pAcc) and mean pixel accuracy (mAcc). Compared with
SAN [? ], our method archives comparable performance
in terms of pAcc and obtains much higher mAcc, which
indicates that our method performs better on small but chal-
lenging objects.

A.4. Visual Results on Open-Vocabulary Semantic
Segmentation

Figure 2 shows visual results of open-vocabulary semantic
segmentation on the ADE20K validation set with 150 cate-
gories. Compared with OVSeg, our segment classification
results are more accurate and precise.

A.5. Visual Results on Text-based Query

Figure 3 shows the image segments retrieved from the
ADE20K validation data for various phrases. We first ob-
tain the segment embeddings for SAM-generated segments
and the text embeddings of the phrases. Then we compute
the similarity between the text and segment embeddings.
We retrieve and visualize the top similar segments for each
phrase. We observe that the segment embeddings can cap-
ture the semantic meaning of segments at various granu-
larities, such as the fine-grained concept of “car’s license
plate”. Meanwhile, the segment embeddings also capture
the context information such as “clear weather”, “living
room”, and “the desk”.



“tall building with 
clear weather”

“lamp in the living room”

“car’s license plate”

“zebra crossings”

“a glass of wine”

“laptop over the desk”

Figure 3. Image segments retrieved for various phrases. The generated segment embeddings accurately capture the semantic meaning of
the segments at various granularities.


