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Abstract

Collaborative perception in autonomous driving signifi-
cantly enhances the perception capabilities of individual
agents. Immutable heterogeneity in collaborative percep-
tion, where agents have different and fixed perception net-
works, presents a major challenge due to the semantic gap
in their exchanged intermediate features without modifying
the perception networks. Most existing methods bridge the
semantic gap through interpreters. However, they either re-
quire training a new interpreter for each new agent type,
limiting extensibility, or rely on a two-stage interpretation
via an intermediate standardized semantic space, causing
cumulative semantic loss. To achieve both extensibility in
immutable heterogeneous scenarios and low-loss feature in-
terpretation, we propose PolyInter, a polymorphic feature
interpreter. It contains an extension point through which
emerging new agents can seamlessly integrate by overrid-
ing only their specific prompts, which are learnable pa-
rameters intended to guide the interpretation, while reusing
PolyInter’s remaining parameters. By leveraging polymor-
phism, our design ensures that single interpreter is suffi-
cient to accommodate diverse agents and interpret their fea-
tures into the ego agent’s semantic space. Experiments con-
ducted on OPV2V dataset demonstrate that PolyInter im-
proves collaborative perception precision by up to 11.1%
compared to SOTA interpreters, while comparable results
can be achieved by training only 1.4% of PolyInter’s pa-
rameters when adapting to new agents.

1. Introduction
Collaborative perception is essential for driving safety of
autonomous vehicles [1, 20]. It aims to improve each
agent’s understanding of driving environment through per-

ceptual data exchanging, which addresses challenges like
occlusion and adverse weather conditions. Collaborative
perception has been widely applied in object detection, ob-
stacle recognition and occupancy prediction [29].

Homogeneous perception networks are typically ex-
ploited by collaborative perception, enabling the exchange
of feature-level perceptual data that are aligned in both se-
mantics and granularity [12, 17, 21]. However, percep-
tion networks differ significantly across vehicles of different
models or from different manufacturers, leading to trans-
mitted intermediate features that are too heterogeneous to
be understood by other agents. Furthermore, perception
networks are critical to driving safety and are tightly cou-
pled with downstream tasks, making them difficult to re-
place or retrain. These limitations give rise to the challenge
of immutable heterogeneous collaborative perception.

Some pioneering works [24, 34] have explored the prob-
lem of immutable heterogeneous collaborative perception
by focusing on resolving differences in semantics and fea-
ture size while preserving the original perception networks.
In these works, immutable heterogeneity is often addressed
using interpreters, which primarily perform semantic inter-
pretation, along with feature size transformation. However,
addressing the openness in immutable heterogeneous col-
laboration remains a challenging issue, as it requires an in-
terpreter to efficiently extend to emerging agents without in-
curring substantial retraining costs or storage overheads
for neural networks. Existing interpreter-based methods
generally follow two strategies: 1) One-stage strategy [34],
as shown in Figure 1(a), requires training and storing a sep-
arate interpreter on the ego agent to align neighbor features
in semantics with ego features. However, this strategy fails
to address the openness of immutable heterogeneous col-
laborative perception, as it requires training a separate in-
terpreter for each new type of collaborating neighbor agent.
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(a) One-stage Feature Interpretation (b) Two-stage Feature Interpretation
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Figure 1. Comparison of different immutable heterogeneous collaborative strategies for extending collaboration with new neighbor agents.
(a) interprets neighbor features directly into the ego agent’s semantic space in a one-stage interpretation. (b) requires a two-stage feature
interpretation for each collaboration, using a standard semantic space. (c) leverages a polymorphic feature interpreter, requiring only
prompt tuning for each new neighbor agent. The blue areas are on the ego agent, while the yellow areas are on the neighbor agents.

2) Two-stage strategy [24], as shown in Figure 1(b), defines
a standard semantic space to enhance extensibility, where
each agent only needs to train and store two interpreters to
interpret its own semantics from/to the standard semantic
space. However, this approach requires two stages of inter-
pretation, leading to cumulative semantic loss at each stage.

To achieve both high extensibility and low semantic
loss in immutable heterogeneous collaboration, we propose
PolyInter, a Polymorphic Feature Interpreter, as illustrated
in Figure 1(c). Polymorphism means that the interpreter can
exhibit different behaviors based on the input. To imple-
ment polymorphism, the generation of PolyInter consists of
two phases: base model training and generalization. In the
first phase, existing agents jointly train the interpreter on the
ego agent, which consists of an interpreter network, a gen-
eral prompt, and a specific prompt for each neighbor agent.
Here, the interpreter network interprets the semantics of the
neighbor agents into the ego agent’s semantic space, while
the prompts, similar to visual prompts [14], are learnable
parameters guiding the feature interpretation. In the sec-
ond phase, PolyInter extends collaboration with new neigh-
bor agents by “inheriting” the previously trained interpreter,
overriding and fine-tuning [2, 25] the specific prompts for
the new neighbors, while keeping the parameters of the in-
terpreter network and the general prompt frozen. Conse-
quently, to collaborate with various neighbor agents, the ego
agent needs only to store a single interpreter equipped with
tailored prompts for each neighbor, enabling one-stage in-
terpretation of features across different semantic spaces and
alignment with the ego agent’s semantic space. This design
enhances extensibility and minimizes semantic loss.

In PolyInter, to allow the shared interpreter network to
handle differences in the channel and spatial distribution
of heterogeneous semantics, which are received from dif-

ferent neighbor agents, a Channel Selection Module is in-
troduced for semantic alignment along the channel dimen-
sion, and a Spatial Attention Module is designed for spa-
tial semantic correlation. Additionally, to extract shared
semantics from heterogeneous features while interpreting
agent-specific semantic information, both general and spe-
cific prompts are designed. Average precision (AP) at
Intersection-over-Union (IoU) thresholds of 0.5 and 0.7 is
adopted to evaluate perception performance. Our key con-
tributions are threefold:
• We design a highly extensible polymorphic feature inter-

preter for immutable heterogeneous collaborative percep-
tion, enabling the ego agent to perform one-stage seman-
tic interpretation with new emerging neighbor agent types
while storing only a single interpreter network and a set
of prompts, with minimal parameter fine-tuning needed.

• PolyInter achieves holistic semantic alignment by ad-
dressing differences in channel and spatial distributions
through the channel selection and spatial attention mod-
ules, while using learnable prompts to handle semantic
encoding variations.

• Comprehensive experiments on OPV2V dataset show that
PolyInter improves AP by 7.9% and 11.1% at IoU thresh-
olds of 0.5 and 0.7, respectively, compared to SOTA im-
mutable heterogeneous feature interpreters.

2. Related Work
2.1. Collaborative Perception
Collaborative perception enhances precision by utilizing
shared perceptual data from multiple agents, typically cate-
gorized into early, intermediate, and late fusion techniques.
Among these, intermediate fusion [10, 19, 35] is preferred
for its optimal trade-off between performance and band-



width efficiency. To address communication overhead, Hu
et al. [12, 13] proposed Where2comm and CodeFilling,
which enhance communication efficiency by reducing re-
dundancy. Liu et al. [20] proposed a framework that learns
when and with whom to communicate. Luo et al. [23] de-
veloped CRCNet to minimize redundancy among shared
features. Some methods [16, 26, 37] aimed to address
communication interruption or latency issues by leveraging
techniques such as historical cooperation information.

2.2. Heterogeneous Feature Fusion

Recent research has addressed the heterogeneity between
agents to improve the effectiveness of collaborative per-
ception. Some methods [31, 39, 40] mainly handled the
heterogeneity between LiDAR and camera modalities by
designing specialized network architectures. HEAL [22],
V2X-ViT [32] and Hetecooper [27] designed various fea-
ture transformation methods or collaborative networks to
address the issue of sensor heterogeneity. Additionally,
MPDA [34] and PnPDA [24] bridged the domain gap in
multi-agent perception by using a feature interpreter to
align the heterogeneous semantics of neighbor agents with
the ego agent’s semantic space, thereby tackling the chal-
lenge of immutable heterogeneous collaborative perception.
Building on this foundation, PolyInter aims to generalize to
new agents using only a single interpreter network.

2.3. Visual Prompt

Visual prompting has emerged as an innovative technique
for enhancing model performance across various domains
by incorporating additional guiding visual information. Jia
et al. [14] introduced visual prompt tuning, an efficient
way to adjust vision Transformers without full fine-tuning,
by adding trainable prompts to the input space while keep-
ing the model backbone frozen. Bar et al. [3] designed
prompts tailored to specific tasks. In addition, methods
for multi-source domain adaptation [5, 6, 9, 28, 38] aimed
to align features across domains, enhancing generalization
by adapting the model to multiple sources simultaneously.
Other methods [4, 8, 18] focused specifically on improving
prompt representations to boost generalization and adapt-
ability across both domains and tasks. These include tech-
niques such as domain-aware prompt tuning for object de-
tection under domain shifts, disentangled prompt represen-
tations for domain generalization, and multi-modal prompt
models for interpreting diverse visual prompts across tasks.

3. Methodology

Figure 2 shows the overall architecture of PolyInter, with
each module’s parameters marked as either trainable or
frozen during Phase I and Phase II.

3.1. Overall Pipeline
This paper focuses on immutable heterogeneous scenarios
where agents have different perception network structures
(including fixed encoders and detection heads), causing sig-
nificant variations in the semantics and granularity of the
features transmitted between them. To align the semantics
of neighbor features with those of the ego features, PolyIn-
ter on the ego agent includes a unified interpreter network,
a shared general prompt, and multiple specific prompts cor-
responding to each neighbor agent. The interpreter network
consists of a channel selection module for channel-level
alignment and a spatial attention module for spatial-level
alignment. The training process is divided into two phases:
Phase I is for base model training, and Phase II is for gen-
eralization.

Before the training begins, a general prompt G needs
to be initialized to extract shared semantic information be-
tween the agents, and a specific prompt Si should be initial-
ized for each neighbor agent i to extract the agent-specific
semantic information.

In training Phase I, the observation data from n collab-
orating neighbor agents {O1, O2, ..., On} is input into the
encoders of the n agents {ENC1(),ENC2(), ...,ENCn()},
obtaining a set of heterogeneous intermediate features
{Fneb,1, Fneb,2, ..., Fneb,n}. PolyInter on the ego agent
takes these heterogeneous features as inputs, learning the
interpreter network, the shared general prompt G and the
extensible specific prompts Si corresponding to each of the
neighbor agents i.

In training Phase II, PolyInter on the ego agent no
longer requires training and adapts to new neighbor agents
through its extension point, which enables seamless integra-
tion by fine-tuning only specific prompts associated with
the new neighbor agents, leaving the core interpreter un-
changed. Specifically, for each new neighbor agent i, a spe-
cific prompt Si is initialized, and only this specific prompt
and a necessary resizer are updated during training. This
approach utilizes the shared semantic information between
heterogeneous agents, while also incorporating the unique
semantic information specific to the new neighbor agent.

3.2. Polymorphic Feature Interpreter
Channel selection module. Each channel of a feature rep-
resents a dimension of semantic information. To interpret
feature semantics, the first step is to align the two features
along the channel dimension. As shown in Figure 3, the
Bird’s Eye View (BEV) features from two heterogeneous
encoders cannot be directly aligned along the channel di-
mension. Consequently, it is necessary to identify the cor-
responding semantic components in the neighbor features
for each channel of the ego feature. Existing methods [30]
focus solely on computing attention scores within a single
feature’s channels, making them unsuitable for scenarios re-
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Figure 2. The overall architecture of PolyInter. PolyInter establishes a common structure that can be inherited by multiple agents, providing
an extension point for customizing the specific prompts of each agent. This interpreter incorporates both a Channel Selection Module and
a Spatial Attention Module to facilitate feature semantic interpretation.
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Figure 3. Visualization of BEV feature maps from two hetero-
geneous encoders along the corresponding channel dimension:
PointPillar [15] on the left and VoxelNet [41] on the right. The
numbers in the middle represent channel-wise similarity.

quiring cross-channel matching between distinct features.
Thus, a channel selection module is designed to allow the
ego feature to select and weight the neighbor feature’s chan-
nels based on similarity scores.

Specifically, the channel selection module uses cosine
similarity to match the channels of the ego feature Fego and
the currently collaborating neighbor feature Fneb (with the
index i omitted in cases where no ambiguity exists), gen-
erating a similarity matrix M ∈ RC1×C2 , where C1 and
C2 refer to the channel dimension size of Fego and Fneb,
respectively. Each element M [a, b] denotes the similarity
score between the a-th channel of Fego and the b-th chan-
nel of Fneb, with scores ranging from 0 to 1. The following
equations define this process:

Q = F ′
egoWq, K = F ′

nebWk, (1)

M = SoftMax(
QK⊤
√
dk

), (2)

where F ′ ∈ RC×HW is obtained by flattening the last two
dimensions of F ∈ RC×H×W , and Wq and Wk are fully-
connected layer weights. C, H , and W denote the size of
feature’s channels, height, and width, respectively. dk rep-
resents the dimensionality of Q and K, used to scale the
input values of SoftMax to an appropriate range. Both the
neighbor feature Fneb and the specific prompt Si, corre-
sponding to the neighbor agent are then reorganized as:

F r
neb = LN(MFneb), Sr

i = LN(MSi), (3)

where F r
neb and Sr

i represent the reorganized neighbor fea-
ture and specific prompt along the channel dimension, re-
spectively, and LN denotes layer normalization. The gen-
eral prompt G and the reorganized specific prompt Sr

i are
then added to F r

neb, resulting in the refined general feature
F g
neb and refined specific feature F s

neb:

F g
neb = F r

neb +G, F s
neb = F r

neb + Sr
i , (4)

which are used in the subsequent steps to learn shared se-
mantic information and agent-specific semantic information
through the loss functions, respectively.
Spatial attention module. In addition to aligning the chan-
nels and reorganizing the semantic components of the fea-
tures, the process of semantics interpretation also requires
learning the semantic relationships between different posi-
tions within the BEV features. To align the ego feature and



neighbor feature in the spatial dimensions, a spatial atten-
tion module is employed. This module leverages a 3D at-
tention mechanism, known as fused axial attention [35]. It
computes both local and global spatial similarities between
the ego feature Fego and the refined neighbor feature, which
is composed of F g

neb and F s
neb. Through this process, the

module maps the spatial semantic information of the refined
neighbor feature into the semantic space of the ego feature,
ensuring precise spatial-level feature interpretation.
Prompts initialization. As learnable parameters, prompts
are designed with two initialization methods. Sampling-
based initialization incorporates statistical characteristics
of heterogeneous feature distributions to improve percep-
tion, while random initialization enables further reduction
in trainable parameters via low-rank decomposition.

For sampling-based initialization, both the general
prompt G and the specific prompt Si are initialized by sam-
pling from the training dataset. Random sampling is per-
formed on the training set to obtain N point cloud samples.
For the general prompt G, these N samples are fed into
the ego agent’s encoder, and the resulting features are ag-
gregated via average pooling. For the specific prompt Si,
N samples are processed through the encoder of the col-
laborating neighbor agent and pooled to generate the corre-
sponding specific prompt. To ensure compatibility during
fusion, the sizes of both G and Si are aligned with the ego
feature, except for the channel dimension of Si, which ini-
tially matches that of the neighbor feature and is later re-
sized to match the ego feature’s channel dimension through
a 1D convolution in the resizer.

For random initialization, to reduce the number of train-
able parameters, matrix low-rank decomposition [11] is ap-
plied to the specific prompt Si, as it constitutes the primary
trainable parameters in the generalization phase. The orig-
inal size of Si is C × H × W . On one hand, we apply
low-rank decomposition along the last two dimensions, fac-
torizing the H ×W matrix into the product of H × R and
R ×W matrices (R ≪ H and W ), reducing the parameter
count from C×H×W to C×R× (H+W ). On the other
hand, we reduce the depth of the specific prompt by scal-
ing down C by a factor of T when R is sufficiently small,
further minimizing the trainable parameters.

3.3. Phase I: Base Model Training

In the training Phase I, our goal is to obtain a well-
generalized polymorphic feature interpreter on the ego
agent that can provide an extension point for newly added
agents in the next training phase. To achieve this goal,
the information in the features is decoupled into shared-
semantic information and agent-specific semantic informa-
tion. The general prompt and specific prompt are tasked
with learning these two aspects, respectively. However,
solely relying on end-to-end training with the collabora-

tive perception loss function is insufficient and may result
in overfitting to the encoders of the neighbor agents used
during Phase I training. Therefore, the style loss and the
adversarial loss are employed to capture shared and agent-
specific semantic information, which are used to generate
the refined specific feature F s

neb and refined general feature
F g
neb, as output by the channel selection module in (4). Dur-

ing the training process, all encoders and the ego agent’s
detection head are frozen, with only the parameters of the
feature interpreter, PolyInter, being trained.
Learning agent-specific semantics. To ensure F s

neb cap-
tures as much agent-specific semantic information as pos-
sible, it is designed to excel in single-agent object detec-
tion. The single-agent loss Lsingle encourages PolyInter
to learn and retain the specific semantic meanings encoded
by the unique encoder of each neighbor agent. This allows
the specific prompt to effectively utilize these features for
independent object detection tasks, even in the absence of
collaborative input:

Lsingle = Ls box + Ls reg, (5)

where Ls box and Ls reg represent the bounding box classi-
fication and regression losses of a single agent, respectively.

Additionally, a style loss for F s
neb is introduced, ensur-

ing balanced feature distributions between neighbor agents.
This loss prevents any neighbor agent’s features from be-
coming overly concentrated or excessively dispersed com-
pared to those of the ego agent:

Ls
style = ||µ(F s

neb)− µ(Fego)||2 + ||σ(F s
neb)− σ(Fego)||2,

(6)
where µ(·) and σ(·) denote the mean and standard deviation
of features, respectively.

Thus, the constraint function for the refined prompt F s
neb

can be expressed as:

Ls = Lsingle + ωLs
style, (7)

where ω is the balancing hyper-parameter.
Learning shared semantics. The refined general feature
F g
neb is responsible for extracting shared semantic informa-

tion from neighbor features. A discriminator D attached to
F g
neb is incorporated, tasked with identifying whether F g

neb

originates from the neighbor agent or the ego agent. This
adversarial framework encourages the feature interpreter
to more effectively interpret domain-invariant information.
The adversarial optimization objective is formulated as:

Ladversary = max
Φ

min
D

(Eego(D(F g
neb))+Eneb(D(F g

neb))),

(8)
where Eego(D(F g

neb)) and Eneb(D(F g
neb)) represent the

classification errors when the discriminator predicts
whether the feature belongs to the ego agent or the neighbor
agent, respectively. F g

neb is obtained by (4), and Φ consists



of the parameters of the channel selection module and the
general prompt G.

The style loss is also applied to the refined general fea-
ture F g

neb. Thus, the constraint function for F g
neb can be

formulated as:

Lg = Ladversary + ωLg
style, (9)

where ω is the balancing hyper-parameter.
Total loss. In the end-to-end training of phase I, PolyInter’s
interpretation capability is enhanced through a collaborative
object detection task while imposing distinct constraints on
F s
neb and F g

neb. The total loss can be formulated as:

LphaseI = Lcollab + λsLs + λgLg, (10)

where Lcollab donates the collaborative loss during the ob-
ject detection performed jointly by the ego agent and the
neighbor agent. Its calculation is the same as that of Lsingle.
λs and λg are hyper-parameters.

3.4. Phase II: Generalization

PolyInter trained in Phase I is endowed with generaliza-
tion capabilities, providing an extension point for newly
introduced agents to integrate by leveraging their specific
prompts. Consequently, in Phase II, instead of retraining
the entire interpreter, only the extensible specific prompt Si

associated with the new agent is optimized.
To enable the refined specific feature F s

neb to capture the
agent-specific semantic information of new agent types, the
same loss constraints from Phase I is applied to regulate
F s
neb. Additionally, to effectively interpret these informa-

tion into the ego agent’s semantic space, the learning of
F s
neb is constrained using the collaborative object detection

loss. Thus, the loss function for F s
neb is formulated as:

LphaseII = Lcollab + λsLs. (11)

3.5. Application Paradigm

During the inference process, the ego agent is equipped with
a single PolyInter to manage all collaborative tasks. Poly-
Inter maintains a shared general prompt, along with N ex-
tensible specific prompts for N collaborating agent types.

In non-collaborative scenarios, the ego agent processes
its own features independently, bypassing PolyInter. When
collaboration is required, neighbor agents broadcast in-
termediate features in their respective semantic spaces,
prompting the ego agent to activate the corresponding spe-
cific prompts and resizers. PolyInter on the ego agent then
performs real-time feature interpretation, aligning the re-
ceived semantics with the ego feature.

Encoder Variation Voxel
Resolution

2D / 3D
CNN Layers

Half Lidar
Range (x,y)

AP@0.5 /
AP@0.7

PointPillar [15]
pp8 0.8, 0.8, 4 10 / 0 140.8, 40 83.9 / 69.2
pp6 0.6, 0.6, 4 19 / 0 153.6, 38.4 86.5 / 78.7
pp4 0.4, 0.4, 4 19 / 0 140.8, 40 87.2 / 77.7

VoxelNet [41]
vn6 0.6, 0.6, 0.4 0 / 3 153.6, 38.4 57.9 / 49.2
vn4 0.4, 0.4, 0.4 0 / 3 140.8, 40 85.5 / 78.7

SECOND [36]
sd2 0.2, 0.2, 0.2 12 / 12 140.8, 40 64.4 / 53.0
sd1 0.1, 0.1, 0.1 13 / 13 140.8, 40 65.1 / 52.9

Table 1. Detailed parameters of heterogeneous encoders.

4. Experiments
4.1. Settings
Dataset. OPV2V dataset [33], a large-scale public bench-
mark for collaborative perception in autonomous driving, is
utilized in our experiments.
Experiment design. PointPillar [15], VoxelNet [41] and
SECOND [36] are commonly used LiDAR feature en-
coders. Each encoder is available in multiple configura-
tions. Table 1 shows the detailed parameters of heteroge-
neous encoders and collaborative performance in homoge-
neous settings. In Phase I, we train the base model using
two distinct encoder combinations, represented in the for-
mat of “ego-neb1-neb2” as: pp8-vn4-sd2 and pp8-pp4-vn4.
In each batch, the ego agent randomly selects one neighbor
encoder from the combination for training. During Phase II,
the ego agent collaborates with new neighbor agents pp4,
sd1 and vn6 using the pre-trained PolyInter, where only
the specific prompt and resizer for each neighbor agent are
trained. The collaborative perception precision is then eval-
uated for each two-agent scenario, in the format of “ego-
neb” as: pp8-pp4, pp8-sd1 and pp8-vn6, while experiments
on three-agent collaborative perception are included in the
supplementary material. In all experiments, the encoders of
all collaborating agents and the detection head of the ego
agent are kept frozen and inaccessible, ensuring the evalua-
tion of extensibility in open immutable heterogeneous col-
laboration scenarios.

In 3D collaborative object detection, the evaluation range
is set to x ∈ [−140, 140] meters and y ∈ [−40, 40] meters
to ensure consistency with previous methods [24, 34].
Implementation details. When pp8 serves as the ego
agent, the general prompt is configured to match the dimen-
sions of the features encoded by pp8, with a channel count
of 256, a height of 50, and a width of 176. For the neighbor
agent’s specific prompt, the channel dimension aligns with
its feature’s channels, while the height and width are set to
match those of the ego agent. The hyper-parameters ω, λs,
λg are set to 0.5, 1 and 1, respectively.

4.2. Performance Comparison
We compared PolyInter with PnPDA [24] and MPDA [34],
the only two interpreters designed for immutable heteroge-



Scenarios

Interpreter w/ F-cooper [7] Fusion w/ CoBEVT [35] Fusion

PolyInter (Ours) PnPDA [24] MPDA [34] PolyInter (Ours) PnPDA [24] MPDA [34]

pp8-pp4* [15] 77.6 / 60.9 77.1 / 51.1 76.5 / 53.1 80.2 / 65.4 79.2 / 62.3 76.7 / 54.9pp8-pp4+ 77.2 / 65.8 80.3 / 66.0

pp8-sd1* [15, 36] 81.5 / 67.9 68.4 / 40.3 59.4 / 43.4 83.4 / 73.0 78.7 / 64.6 80.9 / 71.6pp8-sd1+ 79.4 / 66.3 81.7 / 69.7

pp8-vn6* [15, 41] 71.9 / 51.0 61.9 / 44.2 58.9 / 43.7 73.2 / 56.7 63.1 / 49.9 57.4 / 42.3pp8-vn6+ 72.8 / 55.1 73.6 / 56.3

Table 2. Comparison with PnPDA and MPDA in three heterogeneous scenarios for collaborative perception, using AP@0.5/AP@0.7.
PolyInter was pre-trained with two different combinations (in the format of “ego-neb1-neb2”): Symbol “*” indicates the pp8-vn4-sd2
combination, while symbol “+” indicates the pp8-pp4-vn4 combination. “Scenarios” refers to different combinations of the ego agent and
the new neighbor agent in Phase II. Our experiments include three scenarios (in the format of “ego-neb”): pp8-pp4, pp8-sd1, and pp8-vn6.
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Figure 4. Comparison of the number of trainable parameters with
PnPDA and MPDA when incrementally adding new heteroge-
neous neighbor agents.

neous collaboration, as shown in Table 2. The results for
PnPDA presented here are from one-stage interpretation,
which outperforms the two-stage interpretation as demon-
strated in [24]. Two commonly applied fusion methods F-
cooper [7] and CoBEVT [35] are used for the fusion mod-
ule. The experimental results for PolyInter represent the
performance in the generalization phase, where the specific
prompts of new neighbors are initialized through sampling,
and only the specific prompts are fine-tuned based on the
interpreter and fusion module trained in the first phase. In
contrast, the results for PnPDA and MPDA reflect training
all interpreter and fusion module’s parameters specifically
for each ego-neighbor pair.

In three heterogeneous collaborative perception scenar-
ios, PolyInter achieved superior or comparable performance
to other feature interpreters. In the first scenario, the het-
erogeneity between pp8 and pp4 lies in differences in voxel
size and network parameter scale, with similar but not iden-
tical semantics. PolyInter demonstrates a 9.2% improve-
ment in AP at an IoU threshold of 0.7 compared to the other
two interpreters, while achieving comparable performance
at an IoU threshold of 0.5. In the second scenario, pp8-sd1,
the encoder structures of the ego agent and the neighbor

pp8-pp4 pp8-sd1 pp8-vn6

PolyInter 77.2 / 65.8 79.4 / 66.3 72.8 / 55.1
-w/o channel selection 75.6 / 59.9 78.1 / 65.8 64.1 / 43.4
-w/o spatial attention 64.4 / 56.1 65.9 / 59.0 62.0 / 50.0
-w/o general prompt 78.3 / 64.0 78.0 / 66.1 70.9 / 52.9
-w/o specific prompt 23.3 / 7.8 38.7 / 16.8 14.3 / 2.3
-w/o prompt init 76.8 / 64.2 78.2 / 63.3 68.7 / 53.6

Table 3. Evaluation of the effectiveness of interpreter components
and prompt initialization method. The fusion method used in this
experiment is F-cooper. “w/o prompt init” indicates that both the
specific prompt and the general prompt are initialized randomly
instead of using sampling-based initialization.

agent differ, resulting in greater semantic heterogeneity. In
this case, PolyInter outperforms the other two by an aver-
age of 9.7% and 14.3% in terms of AP at IoU thresholds of
0.5 and 0.7, respectively. In the last scenario, pp8-vn6, the
differences in encoder structure are further amplified, and
PolyInter shows significant improvement, achieving an av-
erage increase of 12.6% and 9.8% in terms of AP at IoU
thresholds of 0.5 and 0.7, respectively. This demonstrates
that PolyInter can maintain strong performance even with
substantial semantic differences.

To validate the extensibility of PolyInter, we compared
the number of parameters required for training with those of
PnPDA and MPDA when adapting to new neighbor agents,
as shown in Figure 4. With pp8 as the ego agent, neighbor
agent types pp4, sd1, and vn6 are incrementally added for
collaborative perception. Notably, PolyInter requires fewer
trainable parameters than PnPDA and MPDA, as it only
trains a specific prompt and resizer for each new neighbor
agent type, making it highly extensible in immutable het-
erogeneous collaboration scenarios. PolyInter’s advantage
is even more pronounced with the CoBEVT fusion method,
where PnPDA and MPDA require a new fusion network
for each additional neighbor agent type, causing a rapid in-
crease in parameters and hindering extensibility.
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Figure 5. Experiment on the number of trainable parameters. The
points on the plot from left to right correspond to R = 1 with T
values of 4, 2, and 1, followed by T = 1 with R values of 3, 5, 10,
and 20. The rightmost point represents the case where the specific
prompt parameters are not decomposed.

4.3. Ablation Study

Evaluation on main components. Table 3 demonstrates
the effectiveness of channel selection module, spatial atten-
tion module, and the general prompt, as well as the util-
ity of the sampling-based initialization method for both the
general and specific prompts. PolyInter is trained in Phase
I with pp8-pp4-vn4. In the generalization phase, the ego
agent pp8 is equipped with PolyInter, while pp4, sd1, and
vn6 are introduced as neighbor agents, respectively. In
both phases, we individually remove key components from
the interpreter and replace the prompt initialization method
with random initialization to observe how these changes af-
fect perception precision in Phase II.

It is notable that the absence of any module or prompt
decreases perception performance. The lack of the channel
selection module has the most impact with vn6 as the neigh-
bor, reducing AP by 8.1% and 11.7% at IoU 0.5 and 0.7, re-
spectively, due to significant semantic differences along the
channel dimension between pp8 and vn6 features. Remov-
ing the spatial attention module causes performance drops
across all heterogeneous scenarios, with AP reductions of
12.8%, 13.5%, and 10.8% at IoU 0.5, and 9.7%, 7.3%, and
5.1% at IoU 0.7. These results highlight the importance of
spatial alignment after channel alignment. Without the gen-
eral prompt, performance slightly declines in most scenar-
ios, showing its role in providing shared semantics. Remov-
ing the specific prompt results in a substantial performance
drop, underscoring the importance of fine-tuning the spe-
cific prompt for generalization. Finally, replacing the ini-
tialization method for both the general and specific prompts
slightly decreases performance, especially with vn6 as the
neighbor, indicating that sampling-based prompt initializa-
tion provides valuable, customized knowledge that benefits
subsequent training.
Decomposition of the specific prompt. To reduce the num-

(a) General Prompt (b) Neighbor Specific Prompt

(c) Neighbor Feature (d) Ego Feature

(e) Neighbor Feature after Channel Selection (f) Neighbor Feature after Spatial Attention

Figure 6. Visualization of intermediate features before and after
interpretation, as well as the visualization of the specific prompt
for neighbor agent and the general prompt. The ego agent uses
pp8 encoder, and the neighbor agent uses vn4 encoder.

ber of trainable parameters and lower the overhead for Poly-
Inter during practical deployment, we apply low-rank de-
composition to the specific prompt, decreasing its parame-
ters from C × H × W to C × R × (H + W ). When R
is reduced to 1, we further scale down C by a factor of T ,
adjusting T and R to control the parameter count.

As shown in Figure 5, with pp8 as the ego agent, collabo-
rative perception performance improves as trainable param-
eters increase; however, the rate of improvement levels off
beyond a certain threshold. Even with low trainable param-
eter numbers (0.16M for sd1 as the neighbor and 0.04M for
vn6, accounting for only 1.4% and 0.4% of the respective
interpreters), collaborative perception precision surpasses
that of MPDA and PnPDA, demonstrating the adaptability
benefits provided by the prompting mechanism.

4.4. Qualitative Evaluation

To provide a more intuitive demonstration of the effective-
ness of PolyInter, we performed average pooling along the
channel dimension for both features and prompts, with vi-
sualizations shown in Figure 6. Comparison of Figure 6(c)
and Figure 6(d) reveals significant semantic differences be-
tween the ego agent (pp8) and the neighbor agent (vn6) fea-
tures, such as feature resolution and the magnitude of fea-
ture values. As shown in Figure 6(e), when the neighbor
feature is reorganized through the channel dimension and
combined with the specific prompt, significant style trans-
formation occurs, aligning it more closely with the ego fea-
ture, though spatial details remain partially blurred. After
processing through the spatial attention module, the neigh-
bor feature’s style is further aligned with the ego feature, as
shown in Figure 6(f), with spatial details, like agent position
information, more distinctly highlighted.



5. Conclusion
In this paper, we propose a polymorphic feature interpreter,
PolyInter, to address the challenge of openness and improve
perception precision in immutable heterogeneous collabo-
rative perception, where perception networks vary among
collaborating agents and remain fixed. PolyInter employs a
single interpreter network and provides an extension point
for new neighbor agents to inherit, while fine-tuning their
prompts for collaboration, thereby significantly enhancing
its extensibility.
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Supplementary Material

1. Experimental Details
When adapting to a new neighbor agent, trainable param-
eters include a specific prompt for the neighbor agent and
a resizer to align the size of the neighbor features with the
ego features. The resizer consists of a max-pooling layer
and a 1 × 1 convolution. Specifically, if the ego feature
size is C1 × H1 × W1 and the neighbor feature size is
C2 × H2 × W2, the number of parameters for the specific
prompt is C2×H1×W1, and the number of parameters for
the resizer is C1×C2. The trainable parameter numbers for
adapting to new neighbor agents with pp8 as the ego agent
are shown in Table 1.

2. Additional Experiments
2.1. Two-Stage Interpretation of PnPDA
PnPDA [24] adopts a two-stage strategy, where in practi-
cal applications, the neighbor features are first interpreted
into a standard semantic space and then further interpreted
into the ego agent’s semantic space. The results presented
in Sec. 4.2 are from one-stage interpretation, where neigh-
bor features are directly interpreted into the ego agent’s se-
mantic space without passing through the standard semantic
space. The performance of two-stage interpretation of Pn-
PDA is shown in Table 2. With pp8 as the ego agent and
pp4, sd1, and vn6 as the neighbor agents, two agent types,
pp4 and vn4, are used as standard semantic spaces, consis-
tent with the settings in [24]. The two-stage interpretation,
by passing through the standard semantic space, incurs two
stages of semantic loss, which considerably diminishes the
collaborative performance.

2.2. Performance of PolyInter in Phase I
The base model is trained with two different encoder com-
binations in phase I, in the format of ”ego-neb1-neb2,” in-
cluding pp8-vn4-sd2 and pp8-pp4-vn4. The performance of
the PolyInter base model under these settings is validated,
with results shown in Table 3.

2.3. Three-agent Collaborative Perception
We compare the performance of PolyInter with PnPDA [24]
and MPDA [34] in the immutable heterogeneous scenario
of three-agent collaborative perception, as shown in Table
4. The three collaborating agents are set as three different
agent types, in the format of “ego-neb1-neb2”. The selected
scenarios include pp8-pp4-vn6, pp8-pp4-sd1, and pp8-vn6-
sd1. In three-agent collaboration, the ego agent’s interpreter

separately interprets the heterogeneous features of the two
neighbor agents into the ego agent’s semantic space. The in-
terpreted neighbor features, combined with the ego features,
are fed into the fusion module and the detection head on the
ego agent to produce the collaborative perception results.
The remaining settings are consistent with those described
in Sec. 4.2.

2.4. Performance Comparison on V2XSet

An open dataset, V2XSet [32], is used in the comparative
experiments. Compared to the OPV2V dataset, V2XSet
incorporates vehicle-to-everything cooperation and realis-
tic noise simulation. The experimental results comparing
PolyInter with PnPDA and MPDA are presented in Table 5.

Parameters (M)

Encoder Feature Size Specific Prompt Resizer Total

pp8
[15]

256× 50× 176

pp6 384× 64× 256 3.38 0.10 3.48
pp4 384× 100× 352 3.38 0.10 3.48

vn6
[36]

128× 128× 512 1.13 0.03 1.16
vn4 128× 200× 704 1.13 0.03 1.16

sd2
[41]

512× 50× 176 4.51 0.13 4.64
sd1 512× 100× 352 4.51 0.13 4.64

Table 1. Trainable parameter numbers of different encoders.

Standard Semantic pp4 [15] vn4 [36]

Fusion Method F-cooper [7] CoBEVT [35] F-cooper [7] CoBEVT [35]

pp8-pp4 [15] 77.1 / 51.1 79.2 / 62.3 69.1 / 50.8 73.9 / 57.5
pp8-sd1 [15, 41] 58.7 / 35.0 63.3 / 42.1 63.9 / 41.5 65.4 / 49.7
pp8-vn6 [15, 36] 43.6 / 24.8 57.5 / 30.2 50.8 / 31.1 59.1 / 34.7

Table 2. Two-stage interpretation performance of PnPDA.

Fusion Combination 1 Combination 2

F-cooper [7]
pp8-vn4 74.3 / 58.6 pp8-pp4 77.2 / 65.6
pp8-sd2 81.0 / 66.3 pp8-vn4 74.1 / 61.0

CoBEVT [35]
pp8-vn4 80.2 / 66.0 pp8-pp4 80.2 / 67.0
pp8-sd2 83.2 / 71.8 pp8-vn4 78.0 / 63.4

Table 3. Performance of PolyInter in phase I. Combination 1 con-
sists of pp8-vn4-sd2, and Combination 2 consists of pp8-pp4-vn4.



Scenarios

Interpreter w/ F-cooper [7] Fusion w/ CoBEVT [35] Fusion

PolyInter (Ours) PnPDA [24] MPDA [34] PolyInter (Ours) PnPDA [24] MPDA [34]

pp8-pp4-vn6* [15, 41] 77.0 / 61.4 63.5 / 46.4 69.1 / 49.5 79.2 / 68.6 78.0 / 62.5 72.9 / 57.2pp8-pp4-vn6+ 78.0 / 66.4 78.2 / 67.0

pp8-pp4-sd1* [15, 36] 80.3 / 67.2 74.5 / 41.8 73.2 / 45.8 83.5 / 74.5 79.1 / 65.3 79.6 / 67.0pp8-pp4-sd1+ 79.1 / 69.1 81.1 / 70.9

pp8-vn6-sd1* [15, 36, 41] 79.4 / 65.9 68.0 / 48.5 61.4 / 44.9 80.2 / 70.7 72.0 / 55.2 71.5 / 50.9pp8-vn6-sd1+ 78.8 / 65.9 78.6 / 68.3

Table 4. Comparison with PnPDA and MPDA for three-agent collaborative perception. Our experiments include three heterogeneous
scenarios (in the format of “ego-neb1-neb2”): pp8-pp4-vn6, pp8-pp4-sd1, and pp8-vn6-sd1.

Scenarios

Interpreter w/ F-cooper [7] Fusion w/ CoBEVT [35] Fusion

PolyInter (Ours) PnPDA [24] MPDA [34] PolyInter (Ours) PnPDA [24] MPDA [34]

pp8-pp4* [15] 84.1 / 71.3 80.6 / 55.0 77.8 / 55.4 86.4 / 72.2 84.5 / 63.9 84.2 / 70.5pp8-pp4+ 86.7 / 72.2 86.5 / 72.1

pp8-sd1* [15, 36] 85.8 / 70.3 83.5 / 63.6 78.4 / 54.0 87.7 / 76.8 86.9 / 63.3 81.4 / 66.6pp8-sd1+ 87.9 / 74.8 87.4 / 74.5

pp8-vn6* [15, 41] 80.5 / 71.3 75.9 / 51.7 69.5 / 50.7 83.8 / 65.4 79.7 / 51.1 70.7 / 51.7pp8-vn6+ 84.0 / 62.9 83.7 / 63.6

Table 5. Comparison with PnPDA and MPDA on V2XSet dataset.

(a1) pp8 Feature (Ego)

(b1) pp4 Feature (Neighbor) (b2) pp4 Specific Prompt (b3) pp4 Feature after Channel Selection (b4) pp4 Feature after Spatial Attention

(c1) vn4 Feature (Neighbor) (c2) vn4 Specific Prompt (c3) vn4 Feature after Channel Selection (c4) vn4 Feature after Spatial Attention

(d1) sd2 Feature (Neighbor) (d2) sd2 Specific Prompt (d3) sd2 Feature after Channel Selection (d4) sd2 Feature after Spatial Attention

(a2) General Prompt

Figure 1. Visualization of the ego feature, the general prompt, the specific prompts corresponding to different neighbor agents, and the
process of interpreting neighbor features into the ego agent’s semantic space.



3. Additional Qualitative Evaluation
As shown in Figure 1, the specific prompts and features
for different neighbor agents are visualized. Taking pp8
as the ego agent, pp4, vn4, and sd1 were sequentially se-
lected as neighbor agents. Features of different heteroge-
neous neighbor agents are matched with distinct specific
prompts. The Channel Selection Module reorganizes neigh-
bor features to align with the ego features, while the Spatial
Attention Module establishes spatial connections. Finally,
all heterogeneous neighbor features are interpreted into the
ego agent’s semantic space.
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