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Figure 1. In-context personalized localization involves localizing object instances present in a scene (or query image) similar to the object
presented as an in-context example. In this setting, the input to the model is a category name, in-context image, bounding
box coordinates (not shown in this figure), and a query image. The model is tasked with localizing the same category of interest
(presented as an in-context example) in the query image. Here, we visualize a few inputs and outputs from various VLMs highlighting
that our fine-tuned model better captures the information in the in-context image.

Abstract

Vision-Language Models (VLMs) have shown remark-
able capabilities across diverse visual tasks, including im-
age recognition, video understanding, and Visual Question
Answering (VQA) when explicitly trained for these tasks.
Despite these advances, we find that current VLMs lack
a fundamental cognitive ability: learning to localize ob-
jects in a scene by taking into account the context. In this
work, we focus on the task of few-shot personalized local-
ization, where a model is given a small set of annotated
images (in-context examples) – each with a category label
and bounding box – and is tasked with localizing the same
object type in a query image.1 To provoke personalized lo-
calization abilities in models, we present a data-centric so-

1The code for our project is available at https://github.com/
SivanDoveh/IPLoc

lution that fine-tunes them using carefully curated data from
video object tracking datasets. By leveraging sequences of
frames tracking the same object across multiple shots, we
simulate instruction-tuning dialogues that promote context
awareness. To reinforce this, we introduce a novel regular-
ization technique that replaces object labels with pseudo-
names, ensuring the model relies on visual context rather
than prior knowledge. Our method significantly enhances
few-shot localization performance without sacrificing gen-
eralization, as demonstrated on several benchmarks tai-
lored to personalized localization. This work is the first
to explore and benchmark personalized few-shot localiza-
tion for VLMs, laying a foundation for future research in
context-driven vision-language applications.
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1. Introduction
Present-day Vision-Language Models [3, 23, 24, 33, 34,

40], which aim to emulate human learning processes, have
achieved unprecedented performance across tasks such as
image recognition [36, 40], video understanding [29], and
Visual Question Answering (VQA) [3, 32]. Despite strong
capabilities in certain domains, VLMs still lack a funda-
mental aspect of human cognition: the ability to learn from
context. This type of learning, known as in-context learning
(ICL) in large language models (LLMs) and VLMs, refers
to the model’s ability to draw on cues from in-context ex-
amples to infer relevant information in a query. It is sur-
prising that VLMs, despite combining a robust vision en-
coder (e.g., the CLIP [40] vision encoder) with a power-
ful language decoder (e.g., Llama [13]), struggle with in-
context inference on visual tasks. While LLMs excel at
ICL [35, 45, 47], this ability does not readily transfer to
multimodal contexts, leaving VLMs unable to mimic this
essential aspect of human cognition. One possible reason
for this gap is the nature of the data used for instruction-
tuning VLMs. This data, often curated from LLMs [5]
and based on general-purpose image collections (e.g., MS-
COCO [30]), lacks semantically correlated instructions that
focus on contextual learning. Although this approach en-
hances the model’s reasoning about specific instances, it
does not encourage the model to use context for general-
ized learning.

Recent works have begun addressing ICL limitations in
VLMs for tasks like few-shot object classification and VQA
[12, 16, 18]. Despite their success in these tasks, these ap-
proaches have not been extended to other tasks like object
localization, and, to our knowledge, no work has focused
specifically on few-shot localization. Furthermore, empir-
ically we see that modern VLMs often struggle to output
structured responses (e.g., bounding box coordinates to lo-
calize objects). The problem of lack of structured responses
can often be mitigated by providing few-shot in-context ex-
amples. However, models show a behavior of merely copy-
ing the information from the provided few-shot examples
and not learning from it.

In this work, to fill this gap we focus on the task of few-
shot personalized object localization. In this task, given a
set of N example images annotated with a category label
(e.g., snoofkin – the name of your cat) and bounding-box
coordinates, the model’s objective is to localize the same
type of object (i.e., snoofkin) in a query image (acquired
from a different scene). This task is valuable for situations
where only a few reference images are available, but there is
a need to efficiently locate the target across a large dataset
or video stream. We highlight the setting and the outputs
from our finetuned and baseline models in Figure 1.

We enhance in-context personalized localization abil-
ities in VLMs using a data-centric approach, termed as

IPLoc. Our IPLoc renders VLMs more context-aware by
fine-tuning off-the-shelf VLMs on data carefully harnessed
from video object tracking datasets. These datasets provide
an ideal training environment, as they track the same ob-
ject instance across multiple frames (stimulating the per-
sonalization aspect). Specifically, we employ three large-
scale video tracking datasets [9, 14, 20] and sample frames
to construct structured conversations between user and as-
sistant, in line with instruction-tuning formats. Further-
more, these conversations are organized by the number of
shots, to train these VLMs to utilize contextual information
from in-context examples effectively. Further, to prevent
models from relying on pre-trained object knowledge, our
IPLoc introduces a simple yet effective regularization tech-
nique: renaming object categories with pseudo-names (e.g.,
renaming “Airplane” as “Elizabeth”) to ensure that models
focus on contextual cues for object identification, and also
induces the personalization aspect as it is a specific named-
entity and not a generic object category. After creating
these personalized few-shot dialogues, we instruction-tune
the VLMs in a parameter-efficient manner to preserve gen-
eralization. In addition, we introduce new evaluation bench-
marks specifically tailored towards personalized localiza-
tion, demonstrating that our data-centric approach signifi-
cantly boosts model performance on these benchmarks, and
lowers the tendency of these models to merely copy from
context, underscoring its potential for few-shot localization.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

• We are the first to explore, study, and propose quanti-
tative metrics highlighting the lack of structured pre-
dictions for the task of few-shot object localization in
VLMs, which tend to merely copy from the few-shot
provided examples.

• We propose a data-centric approach that can be boot-
straped with any off-the-shelf VLM and utilizes mul-
tiple object-tracking datasets to generate instruction-
tuning conversations and fine-tune them for improved
context awareness for the task of personalized few-shot
object localization.

• We introduce innovative data curation and mixing
techniques for training and establish new benchmarks
for personalized object localization, offering valuable
insights and setting a foundation for future research.

2. Related Work
Our work is closely related to large-scale vision-

language foundation models and approaches that enhance
the in-context learning abilities of these models.

Vision-Language Foundation Models can typically be
divided into two distinct categories. One category of meth-
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ods usually relies on two encoders (vision and text en-
coders), which are trained in a contrastive manner on large-
scale paired image-text data that is scraped from the web.
These models show strong retrieval abilities and flour-
ish at discriminative tasks like image recognition. Some
popular methods which follow this line of work involve
CLIP [40], ALIGN [22], OpenCLIP [42], SigLIP [48], and
MetaCLIP [46]. Some methods, e.g., [10, 11, 31, 36–39]
further build upon these contrastively pre-trained models
to improve them for specific downstream tasks like video
action recognition, compositionality reasoning, etc. The
other category of methods builds upon two components:
a pre-trained vision backbone (usually a contrastively pre-
trained CLIP [40] vision encoder) and a decoder (usually
an LLM [7, 13]). These two components are grounded
with a projection from the vision embedding space to
the LLM input embedding space, e.g., through a projec-
tor. This projection equips the LLM to process the vi-
sual tokens and perform open-ended visual reasoning tasks.
Some representative approaches belonging to this category
include BLIP [27], Instruct-BLIP [8], MiniGPT [6, 52],
QWEN-VL [3], Idefics [24], and the LLaVA family of mod-
els [26, 34]. These models have shown unprecedented per-
formance gains on many reasoning tasks, like VQA, scene
understanding, compositionality reasoning, etc. However,
it is reported that these models still somewhat lack in their
abilities to learn from context [12,18]. Our goal in this work
is to make these VLMs more context-aware. To this end,
we focus on the task of personalized localization of objects,
where the model is required to localize an object in a query
image while taking cues from the images (with annotations)
provided as context.

In-context Learning for VLMs: The ability of models
to solve novel tasks by consuming a few demonstrations
of the downstream task of interest has been formalized as
in-context learning (ICL) [35]. In the natural language pro-
cessing (NLP) domain, several methods have demonstrated
strong in-context learning abilities for various downstream
tasks of interest. Notably, Brown et al. [4] popularized few-
shot learning for LLMs. Similarly, other methods [45, 47]
also present different ways to elicit the in-context learn-
ing abilities in LLMs. For VLMs, prominent works like
Flamingo [1] showed that few-shot ICL can scale up to
large-scale vision language models by training on a large
corpus of interleaved image-text data. Yet, in recent VLMs,
e.g., LLaVA [34], although they inherit a strong decoder,
which is an LLM, usually the ICL capabilities are not di-
rectly transferred to the VLMs. This could be due to the
generic instruction tuning data which does not force the
model to focus on the context, but instead teaches the model
strong reasoning abilities about the current data instance
only.

Some methods like Emu2 [43], Idefics [24, 25], MM-
ICL [50], and QWEN-VL [3] focus on training models to
specifically improve the multi-modal ICL abilities. They
commonly do so by scaling the model size and designing
specific training data. On the other hand, some approaches
improve the ICL abilities of VLMs in a post hoc manner.
Specifically, LLaVA-ICL [12] finetunes off-the-shelf VLMs
in a parameter-efficient manner to improve their few-shot
classification and VQA abilities, on thematically consistent
data. MTV [18] focuses on mitigating the limited context
length issues in VLMs by introducing a training-free ap-
proach to find task vectors to feed multiple in-context shots
to the network, which can even exceed the true context
length of the network. Many of these VLMs primarily focus
on improving few-shot classification or VQA tasks.

Through extensive experimentation, we find that many
of these VLMs perform underwhelmingly when evaluated
on the task of few-shot localization and struggle even more
for personalized object localization, where the goal is to
localize the same instance of the object in the query data.
Our IPLoc takes steps to improve these models for the
task of personalized object localization by leveraging data
from video object tracking datasets which help us to har-
ness instruction-tuning conversations for fine-tuning these
models. This data helps the models to become context-
aware (in a personalized manner) since the conversations
are focused on a single object in multiple different frames.
Our parameter-efficient fine-tuning strategy shows impres-
sive gains over the baseline models without the loss of gen-
eralization.

3. IPLoc: In-context Personalized Localization
In this work, we focus on leveraging existing pre-trained

(encoder-decoder) VLMs to make them context aware par-
ticularly for the task of personalized few-shot object lo-
calization. To this end, we harness instruction-tuning data
from video object tracking datasets because such data usu-
ally tracks the same object over multiple frames, thus, in-
stilling a notion of personalization in the instruction-tuning
conversations. In the following, we explain the details of
the proposed approach which enables models to focus on
contextual cues. For ease of assimilation, we divide the ex-
planation into 3 distinct parts. In Section 3.1 we explain
how we construct the instruction tuning conversations, then
in Section 3.2 we outline our data curation strategy and fi-
nally in Section 3.3 we conclude with an explanation of the
choice of the fine-tuning strategy we employ.

3.1. ICL Instruction Tuning Conversations

We aim to build instruction-tuning conversations that can
be used to fine-tune existing VLMs such that they can be-
come context-aware for the task of localization. Our ICL
instruction-tuning format intends to provide an improve-
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ment to the general instruction-tuning format of [26,44] that
is not able to process multi-modal ICL instructions. These
VLMs usually align modality-specific encoders (e.g., vi-
sual, audio, speech) with a capable decoder (i.e., an LLM)
via multi-modal instruction tuning combined with a struc-
tured training curriculum. Our work builds upon existing
pre-trained multi-modal alignment architectures where a
pre-trained modality encoder E , a modality projector P , and
an LLM decoder D are integrated, extending prior methods
like [3].

Our proposed instruction-tuning data format typically
comprises multi-modal conversations, where a simulated
user interacts with an assistant. In our case, each conver-
sation consists of multiple messages, where each message
in the conversation follows the following format:

Message: <image><ref>category</ref>

accompanied by bounding box coordinates:

((xmin, ymin), (xmax, ymax)).

Specifically, each message consists of an image, the cor-
responding category name (e.g., caterpillar), and the
bounding box localizing the object of interest.

To obtain conversations for few-shot localization, we
structure them for in-context learning with coherent local-
ization instructions. Each few-shot (e.g., n-shot) localiza-
tion setup follows this format:

User: S1
1 <image><ref>Category</ref>S

2
1

(x1,1, y1,1), (x1,2, y1,2)

User: S1
2 <image><ref>Category</ref>S

2
2

(x2,1, y2,1), (x2,2, y2,2)

...

User: S1
n <image><ref>Category</ref>S

2
n

(xn,1, yn,1), (xn,2, yn,2)

User: <image><ref>Prediction</ref>

Assistant: (xn+1,1, yn+1,1), (xn+1,2, yn+1,2)

In this setup, each turn labeled as “User” in-
cludes an input comprising contextual text S1

j preced-
ing an image reference with a known category la-
bel, denoted as <image><ref>Category</ref>, fol-
lowed by additional contextual text S2

j . Each user
input also specifies a bounding box with coordinates
(xj,1, yj,1), (xj,2, yj,2), which delineate the precise loca-
tion of the labeled object within the image. The assis-
tant then responds with its prediction, which is structured
as <image><ref>Prediction</ref>, where it pro-
vides a category label based on the context provided by the
preceding user examples and the bounding box coordinates

for the category of interest. One such conversation is also
outlined in Figure 2.

This structured format allows the model to learn to as-
sociate provided bounding boxes with corresponding cate-
gories across multiple in-context examples and to output the
category associated with the specific location (delineated by
the bounding box coordinates provided) in the query image.
Using input masking for human turns, left-attentive causal
language modeling (CLM), and the designed ICL format,
the model functions as an “any-shot” trainer: the first shot
acts as a zero-shot instruction replay, and each subsequent
shot progressively adapts the model for few-shot localiza-
tion tasks by training on 1, · · · , (i − 1) previous examples
in its attended context.

3.2. Data Mixes

Curating fine-tuning data carefully is central to our
methodology for making current VLMs more context-aware
in the task of few-shot personalized localization. A straight-
forward approach to constructing conversational fine-tuning
data is to leverage established object detection and localiza-
tion datasets, such as MS-COCO [30], and build dialogues
as outlined in Section 3.1. This approach, however, often
results in generic instruction-tuning data akin to the pop-
ularized methods of LLaVA [34]. As recent research has
indicated [12], these generic data mixes can hinder VLMs
from effectively attending to contextual cues essential for
nuanced and situational understanding.

To address this, our data design prioritizes instruction-
tuning conversations that are semantically coherent and fo-
cused on personalization (e.g., relating to the same object
in the conversations) and structured to enable the few-shot
learning capabilities required by our models. Focusing on
the specific needs of our task, we aim to create data that fos-
ters personalized retrieval, where the model learns to focus
on unique objects based on the provided context as few-shot
examples.

With the overarching goal of training VLMs to hone
in on contextual cues for few-shot object localization, we
select three prominent single- and multi-object tracking
datasets as our foundation for conversation creation be-
tween a user and an assistant (c.f., Section 3.1):

• Tracking Any Object (TAO) [9] is a comprehen-
sive, large-scale multi-object tracking dataset compris-
ing 839 categories and 2907 high-resolution videos.
TAO’s diversity and category breadth provide a
strong foundation for building complex, multi-faceted
instruction-tuning conversations.

• Large-scale Single Object Tracking (LaSOT) [14]
includes 1400 sequences and over 3.5 million frames,
with videos averaging 2500 frames each. This
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Figure 2. Overview of data creation and conversation format. To instill few-shot personalized localization abilities in VLMs our
IPLoc creates multi-modal conversations by harnessing data from multiple video object tracking datasets. For semantic coherence, focus
on personalization and stronger contextual awareness, we create these conversations by sampling frames from the same video, tracking a
particular object of interest, and enhancing the training data by extending the conversations by replacing the true category name with pseudo
names. These conversations are later employed to induce contextual awareness in VLMs.

dataset’s extended, high-frame sequences make it well-
suited for developing long-term instruction-tuning di-
alogues focused on a single, persistent object.

• Generic Object Tracking Benchmark (GOT) [20]
offers an extensive set of 10000 video segments of
real-world moving objects, providing a rich dataset for
exploring variations in object movement and context.

These datasets, with their extensive tracking sequences
of diverse real-world objects, provide an ideal testing
ground for developing personalized few-shot tracking con-
versations. Our fine-tuning conversations emphasize data
centered on a single object being tracked across frames,
with a deliberate design choice for maximum interval sam-
pling. This approach introduces variation in the object’s
position and appearance (e.g., rotation, lighting, back-
ground etc.) across frames, thereby increasing the challenge
for the model and encouraging it to consistently localize the
specific object of interest despite diverse contextual shifts.
An overview of the data curation is provided in Figure 2.

Through this design, we generate fine-tuning data com-
posed of multiple shots (e.g., 1-8) in which each conversa-
tion focuses on localizing a single object of interest within
a single video sequence. This structure reinforces both per-
sonalization (due to the recurring task of tracking the same
object) and semantic coherence (by sampling frames from
the same video sequence). To validate our approach, we
conduct an ablation study comparing our proposed data cu-
ration strategy with an alternative where conversations are
generated by sampling data for a particular category from
unrelated video sequences. As shown in Figure 5, our
data curation approach significantly improves model per-
formance, underscoring the effectiveness of structured sam-
pling for enhancing context-aware localization.

To strongly bias the model toward focusing on contextual
cues, rather than relying solely on knowledge acquired dur-
ing large-scale pre-training, we propose a simple regulariza-
tion technique to enhance the training data. Specifically, we
replace true class names with pseudo-names (e.g., replacing
“Jaguar” with “John”). This regularization encourages the
model to depend less on its pre-trained knowledge of the
category “Jaguar” when outputting localization coordinates
during the assistant turn, and instead biases it to rely on the
few-shot in-context examples, which refer to the pseudo-
name “John”. The main results listed in Table 1 demonstrate
the effectiveness of this regularization, indicating substan-
tial improvements in model performance.

In summary, our fine-tuning dataset consists of a com-
bination of data mixes from three video object-tracking
datasets [9, 14, 20], with conversations spanning between
1-8 shots, as well as data generated by replacing the true
category names with pseudo category names. In the next
section, we outline how this large corpus is employed to en-
hance VLM performance for few-shot personalized local-
ization.

3.3. Fine-tuning

To fully leverage our curated shot-based conversational
data described in Section 3.2, we employ a targeted fine-
tuning strategy designed to enhance VLM performance for
few-shot personalized localization. To recap, each fine-
tuning conversation comprises multiple shots (1–8) sam-
pled from within a single video sequence coupled with
the pseudo category name regularized data, with a con-
sistent focus on localizing a single object across frames.
While there exist multiple approaches to fine-tune VLMs,
including full-model adaptation and adapter-based tuning,
we adopt LoRA [17] as our fine-tuning method of choice.
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By embedding these conversations within LoRA’s compact
and memory-efficient fine-tuning schema, we encourage the
model to develop a more refined contextual awareness spe-
cific to the personalized few-shot localization task, without
compromising the broad knowledge encoded in the VLM’s
pre-trained parameters. The learning objective is the stan-
dard language modeling (next-token-prediction) loss and it
guides the model in accurately generating localization coor-
dinates for the target object within the frame of a shot dur-
ing the assistant turn of the conversation (c.f., Section 3.1),
biasing the model to focus on contextual cues. During
each conversational exchange, the assistant learns to pre-
dict precise bounding-box coordinates by conditioning its
responses on the contextual cues provided by the preceding
user examples. This setup encourages the model to rely on
the in-context examples, adapting its language-based under-
standing to capture spatial relationships within each conver-
sation (meticulously curated from a single video).

LoRA limits the extent of parameter adjustments thereby
reducing the risk of overfitting to specific localization tasks.
This is further highlighted in an ablation listed in Figure 6,
where we compare fully fine-tuned models and LoRA fine-
tuned models on the standard VLM benchmarks [15, 28]
and find that our fine-tuning strategy maintains the gener-
alization abilities of the VLM by only incurring a perfor-
mance penalty of ∼ 1% as compared to the base pre-trained
model.

4. Experimental Results
In this section, we first list all the evaluation settings,

including datasets, models we test, implementation de-
tails, and metrics. Then, we provide a detailed discussion
of the main results and conclude by extensively ablating
our IPLoc.

4.1. Evaluations Settings

Datasets: To generate the multi-modal conversations (c.f.,
Section 3.1) for making the VLMs context-aware we em-
ploy 3 large scale datasets: TAO [9], LASOT [14] and
GOT [20]. These datasets provide bounding box annota-
tions and the category label and we leverage them to con-
struct the conversations for fine-tuning, as explained in Sec-
tion 3.2. To evaluate our fine-tuned model, we use test
sets from two personalized segmentation benchmarks pro-
posed by PDM [41] and PerSeg [49]. PDM is curated from
multiple datasets while PerSeg is synthesized from gener-
ative models. Furthermore, we also evaluate our model
on the test set from LASOT [14] dataset, where we di-
vide the categories present in these datasets in equal pro-
portions, i.e., 50% of the total categories used for training
and the remaining are used for testing. This is to ensure
that the true generalization abilities of the model are eval-
uated and the distribution of train and test data is differ-

ent. For the two segmentation benchmarks – PDM [41] and
PerSeg [49] used for evaluating the personalized segmenta-
tion abilities of the model, we transform the per-pixel seg-
mentation masks to bounding box coordinates. We delegate
more details about these datasets to the supplementary.

Models: We employ the following state-of-the-art
(encoder-decoder) VLMs for evaluations in our work:

• Idefics-3 [24] is a recent powerful VLM which is an
improved version of its predecessor Idefics-2 [25] and
proposes careful training recipes for improvements on
many tasks including object localization.

• LLaVA One Vision [26] is built upon the Qwen
LLM [2] and instruction-tuned on carefully curated
data. It employs a training pipeline involving multiple
image resolutions, providing further gains.

• Qwen2-VL [44] also follows the popular ground-
ing pipeline proposed by [34] but employs a novel
instruction-tuning dataset to train, which also involves
object localization conversations. Moreover, it also
uses a reference token for the localization task and is
considered the strongest model for grounding among
the state-of-the-art.

Implementation Details: We evaluate and fine-tune the
models by using the open-source codebase of the Llama-
Factory [51]. The fine-tuning parameters for LoRA are also
selected as the default parameters used in the same code-
base. For the main results, we choose to fine-tune Qwen2-
VL [44], however, we also ablate with fine-tuning other
models and find that our data curation and fine-tuning strat-
egy is not model specific. To encourage reproducibility, our
entire codebase is provided as part of the supplementary
material and will be released upon acceptance.

Metrics: For reporting the main results we follow the
common object detection evaluation protocol and report the
mean intersection over union (mIoU) between the predicted
and the ground-truth box coordinates. Furthermore, to eval-
uate the tendency of the models to copy the information pro-
vided by few-shot in-context examples instead of focusing
on the contextual cues, we propose a new metric to quantify
this behavior. The metric is summarized as follows:

IoUex = IoU(APrediction∩GT-Shot, AGT-Query∩GT-Shot), (1)

where A represents the area of a region in the image,
corresponding to the box coordinates. APrediction∩GT-Shot is
the intersection between the model’s predicted localization
(bounding box coordinates) and the ground truth shot (GT-
Shot), highlighting overlap with previously seen informa-
tion (shots). Similarly, AGT-Query∩GT-Shot is the intersection

6



Dataset Shots Idefics3 LLaVA-OV Qwen2-VL-7B IPLoc (Real) IPLoc (Real + Pseudo)

PDM 1 4.14 11.10 16.75 31.54 29.21
2 3.76 13.85 19.72 24.45 25.88

PerSeg 1 12.77 43.01 34.21 43.40 42.43
2 16.22 40.08 30.22 29.90 41.15
3 19.54 30.01 35.09 33.23 39.85
4 12.32 14.03 18.16 25.25 33.08

ICL-LASOT 1 3.32 12.45 46.69 46.98 49.71
2 3.94 15.66 49.46 42.50 57.14
4 8.21 18.64 21.89 16.99 59.41
8 0.01 7.62 21.12 15.52 33.95

Average 8.42 20.65 29.33 30.97 41.18

Table 1. Few-shot personalized object localization results. We report the mIoU (%) for different shots created from the test splits of the
datasets we evaluate in this work. We evaluate up to the maximum number of shots we can create due to the variable number of samples
present in these datasets. We obtain all our results by fine-tuning Qwen2-VL-7B [44] on conversations consisting of only the real names
and also by the enhanced data with the pseudo name regularization.

Shot

Query

CBA

Figure 3. Examples of VLM localization. The top row shows in-context shots, and the bottom row shows query images. Ground truth
locations are marked in blue, and predicted locations in brown. (A) demonstrates successful localization without copying. (B) and (C)
illustrate cases where the model replicates the in-context shot locations.

area between the ground truth query (GT-Query) and GT-
Shot, representing the part of the target area that aligns with
past observations (shots). In its standard form, Eq. (1) is
valid for only a single shot, however, for more shots, the
shot closest to the prediction first needs to be identified
for calculation. By focusing on these intersections, IoUex

assesses the model’s use of context from GT-Shot, distin-
guishing it from direct memorization.

4.2. Results

For the main results, we evaluate 3 VLMs: Idefics3 [24],
LLaVA-OV [26] and Qwen2-VL-7B [44]. These models
are recent state-of-the-art models in the ever-evolving VLM
landscape. We also evaluate two fine-tuned versions of

Qwen2-VL-7B with separate data: one only uses the real
category names and the other version employs real and
pseudo category names mix (c.f., Section 3.2).

In Table 1 we list the detailed results on the 3 datasets
we evaluate our fine-tuned Qwen2-VL-7B2. We observe
that most of the state-of-the-art VLMs show weak perfor-
mance on the task of few-shot personalized localization.
For example, of the 3 models evaluated in this work, we
observe that the LLaVA-OV model is the weakest for the
task of personalized localization, although it shows strong
performance on general reasoning tasks. This shows that

2Our fine-tuning also generalizes across different VLMs (c.f., Sec-
tion 4.3).
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Figure 4. mIoU exclud-
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Figure 5. Semantically
coherent data. Ablat-
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pling conversations from
the same video (IPLoc) vs.
arbitrary video sequences.
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Figure 7. Focus on Con-
text. We report the mIoU
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by switching true category
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LLaVA-OV IPLoc

16

18

20

22

24

26

28

30

Io
U 

(%
)

20.65

27.25

Figure 8. Generalization
of Finetuning. We re-
port the mIoU (%) by fine-
tuning LLaVA-OV [26]
on our data mix and com-
pare with the base model.

the generic instruction-tuning data, curated from publically
available datasets, can help this model for a variety of rea-
soning tasks, like VQA – but does not focus on obtaining
spatial understanding to produce structured outputs or force
these models to focus on context. These results also high-
light the deficiency of these models in understanding fine-
grained concepts related to reasoning about relations and at-
tributes in an image, as discussed in [19]. Similarly, we find
that LLaVA-OV comes in second, by showing an average
improvement of 12.23% over the Idefics3 [24] model.This
can be because LLaVA-OV includes localization data and
interleaved image-text data in its fine-tuning corpus. How-
ever, this data might not be semantically coherent or sam-
pled from sources which can make the model focus on a
single object of interest, thus, failing to instill in these mod-
els a notion of personalization.

In Table 1 we also find that Qwen2-VL-7B remains
competitive with our IPLoc and outperforms Idefics3 and
LLaVA-OV by 20.9% and 8.68% on average. However, it
still lags behind our IPLoc with a fair margin. For example,
for the PDM test set our best model (trained only with real
category names) outperforms the base model for both 1 and
2 shots while on average being 9.76% better. Similarly, we
find that our fine-tuned model also comprehensively outper-
forms the base model for the PerSeg and LASOT test sets
with an average improvement of 12.58%.

We also observe, that enhancing the training data with
pseudo name regularization also improves results. For ex-
ample, we observe an average improvement of 10.21%
(over all datasets) while comparing the model trained only
with the real category names. These results highlight the
effectiveness of the regularization as it makes the models
focus more on the contextual cues, rather than simply rely-
ing on the pre-trained knowledge to localize the object in
the query image.

During our evaluations, we also found that the present-
day VLMs have a tendency of simply copying the informa-

LASOT GOT TAO PDM PerSeg ICL-LASOT

✓ 16.58 35.67 30.30
✓ 18.46 27.34 28.25

✓ 12.05 28.25 14.06
✓ ✓ 21.40 36.90 27.69

✓ ✓ 21.63 37.67 28.04
✓ ✓ 21.72 34.93 28.86

✓ ✓ ✓ 27.55 39.13 50.05

Table 2. Ablating data sources. We report the mIoU (%) by fine-
tuning the Qwen2-VL-7B [44] on different data sources.

tion (bounding box coordinates) from the few-shot exam-
ples. We provide a few qualitative examples in Figure 3.
Furthermore, to quantify this behavior we also propose a
grounded IoU-Excluding metric in Eq. (1). We compare the
base instruction-tuned model with our fine-tuning approach
and find that our fine-tuned model can decrease the ten-
dency of these models to simply copy from the few-shot in-
context examples – further highlighting that our fine-tuned
models are more context-aware and can semantically reason
about the provided few-shot examples.

4.3. Ablations

In this section, we ablate the key aspects of our proposed
approach. Specifically, first, we examine the contribution of
each data source individually and how the sum of the parts
contributes to the overall performance. Then we ablate the
design choice of semantically coherent data, the retention
of generalization abilities after fine-tuning, the performance
on data containing only pseudo names, and finally conclude
with fine-tuning other models beyond Qwen2-VL-7B show-
ing the generalization of our proposed fine-tuning.

Contribution of Data Sources: In Table 2 we ablate
the contribution from different types of data sources em-
ployed for fine-tuning in this work. We find that the best
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performance is obtained by mixing data from all three
datasets [9, 14, 20], highlighting the effectiveness of the di-
versity of data and our proposed data mix.

Semantically Coherent Data: In Figure 5 we compare
fine-tuning with our proposed data curation scheme of sam-
pling few-shot data from the same video sequence vs. creat-
ing few-shot instruction-tuning conversations from different
video sequences. We find that our proposed methodology
fares well. This shows that to make models better at the
personalized few-shot object localization task – fine-tuning
models on data from a semantically coherent context is of
utmost importance.

Retention of Generalization: In our work we fine-tune
the VLMs to incorporate personalized few-shot object lo-
calization abilities. However, it is imperative that mod-
els must not over-specialize upon the proposed task and
retain the generalization abilities to also be able to per-
form strongly on a broader range of tasks. In Figure 6 we
compare our fine-tuned model with the base Qwen2-VL-
7B (without fine-tuning) on common VL benchmarks like
GQA [21], SEED [15], and POPE [28]. We find that our
parameter-efficient approach restricts the model parameter
update and shows a degradation of less than 1% (on aver-
age), thus, highlighting the retention of generalization abil-
ities in VLMs after fine-tuning.

Focus on Context: To evaluate if our fine-tuned model
focuses on context or simply relies on the knowledge
about common categories learned during the large-scale
pre-training, we design a test where we replace the origi-
nal category names in the LASOT [14] test set with pseudo
names and report the results in Figure 7. We find that our
model fares better than the baseline, highlighting that our
approach makes the models pay attention to the contextual
cues rather than solely relying on the knowledge learned
during pre-training to localize objects in the query image.

Generalization of Finetuning: In Table 1 we report the
results obtained by fine-tuning Qwen2-VL-7B [44] on our
proposed instruction-tuning conversations (curated from
our data mix). To highlight the applicability of our fine-
tuning methodology across different VLMs, we report the
results obtained by fine-tuning LLaVA-OV [26] in Figure 8,
where we obtain ∼ 7% improvement over the (base) pre-
trained model.

5. Conclusion
We propose a data-centric approach to enhance the few-

shot personalized object localization capabilities of modern
VLMs. Our findings reveal that for VLMs to excel in this

task, fine-tuning data must be semantically coherent, per-
sonalized, and designed to encourage reliance on contex-
tual cues rather than pre-existing pre-training knowledge.
To achieve this, we utilize multiple video object-tracking
datasets and introduce innovative regularization schemes
for constructing instruction-tuning conversations that pro-
voke robust few-shot learning abilities in VLMs. Through
extensive evaluations and ablation studies across multiple
benchmarks, we demonstrate the effectiveness of our pro-
posed data and fine-tuning strategies. The results provide a
fresh perspective on the impact of data-centric methods for
advancing personalized localization capabilities in VLMs,
offering valuable insights and a foundation for future work
in this direction.
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Appendix
In the following, we provide additional experiments and

further explanations that offer deeper insights and enhance
the clarity of the main manuscript. In Section A, we present
the detailed results for the LLaVA-OV model (with and
without) finetuning, complementing the bar plot summaries
from the main text. In Section B, we detail the method-
ology for converting pixel-level segmentation maps from
datasets like PDM and PerSeg into bounding box annota-
tions, ensuring compatibility with our application. Finally,
in Section C, we provide extensive qualitative visualizations
across various datasets and few-shot settings, highlighting
both successful localizations and challenges in instance-
level discrimination. Comprehensive examples for 1-shot
to 8-shot scenarios are included to illustrate the robustness
and adaptability of our method.

A. Detailed Results
In the following, we first provide the detailed results of

the experiment performed in the main manuscript highlight-
ing the retention of generalization abilities of our fine-tuned
models, then provide results showing the generalization of
fine-tuning across different network architectures.

A.1. Retention of Generalization

In Table 4, we present the detailed results on the SEED
benchmark [15] for LLaVA-OV [26] – with and without our
proposed fine-tuning. These results highlight the retention
of the generalization abilities by our IPLoc.

A.2. LLaVA-OV Fine-tuning Results

The detailed results obtained from base LLaVA-OV and
the fine-tuned model (on our dataset) are presented in Ta-
ble 3. We find that our IPLoc consistently improves the
base model on all the few-shot splits we test on. These
results provide insights regarding the generalization of our
fine-tuning methodology across different vision language
models (VLMs). Note that in the main manuscript (Table
1), we fine-tuned Qwen2-VL [44].

B. Segmentation Masks to Bounding Boxes
The PDM [41] and PerSeg [49] datasets provide images

annotated with pixel-level segmentation maps, where each
item is uniquely labeled. Since our method requires bound-
ing box annotations, we directly utilize the segmentation
maps. Each segmentation map, containing unique object
labels, is processed to extract bounding box coordinates
(x1, y1, x2, y2) that enclose the objects. These bounding
box annotations are derived from the segmentation maps
without the need for additional pixel-level computation, as
the mapping between labels and objects is predefined.

Dataset Shots Base IPLoc

PDM 1 11.10 12.29
2 13.85 15.03

PerSeg

1 43.01 52.96
2 40.08 57.90
3 30.01 56.51
4 14.03 18.11

LASOT

1 12.45 13.99
2 15.66 16.88
4 18.64 21.04
8 7.62 7.80

Average 20.65 27.25

Table 3. Generalization across VLMs. We report the detailed
results of base and IPLoc-finetuned LLaVa-OV model.

Metric Samples Qwen2-VL-7B IPLoc

seed image 14233 76.47 75.74
seed video 3757 55.15 53.82

Weighted Average 17990 0.7202 0.7116

Table 4. Retention of Generalization. We report the comparison
of Qwen2-VL-7B and our IPLoc on the SEED2 Benchmark splits.

C. Comprehensive Visual Analysis Across
Datasets

We present an extensive set of qualitative results demon-
strating our method’s performance across multiple bench-
mark datasets (PerSeg, LaSOT, PDM) under various few-
shot settings. Our visualization framework employs a con-
sistent color-coding scheme where red bounding boxes de-
note ground truth annotations in the support frames, while
blue bounding boxes indicate our model’s predictions on
query frames. For each example, we show the support shots
(containing the target object with its localization) followed
by the corresponding query image in the final column.

As shown in Figure 9, our method successfully local-
izes objects with just a single support frame across diverse
scenarios. The challenges of instance-level discrimination
are evident in Figure 13, where semantically similar objects
lead to incorrect localizations. Further, in Figure 10, Fig-
ure 11 and Figure 12 we can see our method also performs
well with more shots.
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Figure 9. One-shot Localization Results. Representative examples of object localization using a single support frame in the PerSeg
dataset.

Figure 10. Two-shot Localization Results. Performance visualization with two support frames on the LaSOT and PDM datasets.
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Figure 11. Four-shot Localization Examples. Visualization of our method’s localization results when provided with four support frames
on PerSeg and LaSOT datasets.

Figure 12. Eight-shot Setting Results. Demonstration of our method’s localization behavior in the eight-shot setting on the LaSOT
dataset.

Figure 13. Challenging Cases in One-shot Setting. Examples where the model identifies semantically similar objects (incorrect airplane
and boat) but fails to distinguish the specific target instance, highlighting the complexity of instance-level discrimination.
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