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Abstract— Automatic target recognition (ATR) plays a crit-
ical role in tasks such as navigation and surveillance, where
safety and accuracy are paramount. In extreme use cases, such
as military applications, these factors are often challenged due
to the presence of unknown terrains, environmental conditions,
and novel object categories. Current object detectors, including
open-world detectors, lack the ability to confidently recognize
novel objects or operate in unknown environments, as they
have not been exposed to these new conditions. However, Large
Vision-Language Models (LVLMs) exhibit emergent properties
that enable them to recognize objects in varying conditions in
a zero-shot manner. Despite this, LVLMs struggle to localize
objects effectively within a scene. To address these limitations,
we propose a novel pipeline that combines the detection capa-
bilities of open-world detectors with the recognition confidence
of LVLMs, creating a robust system for zero-shot ATR of
novel classes and unknown domains. In this study, we compare
the performance of various LVLMs for recognizing military
vehicles, which are often underrepresented in training datasets.
Additionally, we examine the impact of factors such as distance
range, modality, and prompting methods on the recognition
performance, providing insights into the development of more
reliable ATR systems for novel conditions and classes.

I. INTRODUCTION

Automatic Target Recognition (ATR) [1], [2], [3] is es-
sential for modern surveillance and defense, enabling the
automated detection and classification of targets in sensor
data using image processing and machine learning. ATR
systems provide rapid, accurate object identification in com-
plex environments, crucial for military applications [4], [5]
where precision is vital. Beyond defense, ATR is used in
autonomous driving and navigation [6], [7], making it key
for both national security and commercial automation [8].

A reliable system for ATR is critical for ensuring the
robustness and safety [1], [2] of systems deployed in dynamic
and uncertain environments. Autonomous systems, such as
drones or autonomous vehicles [9], rely heavily on machine
learning models to identify and classify objects. However,
these models are typically trained on specific datasets and
may not perform well when encountering data that signifi-
cantly deviates from the training distribution [10], [11]. OOD
detection techniques [12], [13], [14] aim to identify these
anomalies by measuring the uncertainty or confidence of
the model’s predictions. Methods such as Bayesian neural
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Fig. 1. Comparison between existing architectures zero-shot text prompted
automatic target recognition (ATR). Standard open-world ATR involves a
human-in-the-loop as the novel objects to be detected and recognized should
be provided to the detector. Even then, the state-of-the-art open-world ATR
systems fail to recognize novel object classes that extremely deviate from
training classes. In LLM-based ATR, the detector is only used at the capacity
of localizing the objects present in the image. Then, each localized object
is sent to a larger vision-language model to recognize the object, which
eliminates the need for user interference.

networks, which provide a probabilistic measure of uncer-
tainty [15], and distance-based metrics in feature space [16],
are commonly employed to flag data points that the model
finds ambiguous or unfamiliar. By detecting OOD samples,
autonomous systems can be programmed to take precaution-
ary measures [17], such as requesting human intervention
or switching to a more conservative decision-making mode
[18], thereby enhancing overall safety and effectiveness.

Open-world object detectors [19], [20] represent a sig-
nificant advancement in ATR systems by addressing the
limitations of traditional models that typically operate under
a closed-world assumption [21], where the system only rec-
ognizes previously seen classes. These open-world detectors
are designed to not only identify known objects with high
accuracy but also detect and categorize unknown objects as
’unknowns’. This capability is essential in dynamic envi-
ronments where new object types [22] can appear without
prior label data. Integrating techniques such as incremental
learning and anomaly detection [23], open-world detectors
adapt over time [24], continuously learning from new data
[25] without forgetting previous knowledge [26]. This ap-
proach is crucial for applications in military surveillance and
autonomous navigation, where encountering novel objects is
common and can critically impact the decision-making.

Large vision-language models (LVLMs) [27], which inte-
grate advanced natural language processing with advanced
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Fig. 2. The proposed for ATR using LVLMs. First, in the ‘Detection phase,’
the image is passed through the object detector for binary detection, where
the objects in the scene are detected to produce crops. Then, these crops are
sent to the LVLM to recognize the object label in the ‘Reevaluation phase.’

computer vision, are being increasingly utilized in ATR
systems [28]. Models such as CLIP [29], [30] leverage
vast amounts of visual and textual data to enhance object
recognition, enabling them to process complex image queries
and generate contextually relevant responses. This capability
significantly improves detection accuracy and robustness
against adversarial attacks or challenging environmental con-
ditions [31], making them highly effective in both military
and civilian applications. However, LVLMs face limitations
that impact practical deployment. Their detection accuracy
often declines in complex scenes or when objects have
overlapping features [32], and their performance is sensitive
to object size and scale, leading to inaccuracies when targets
vary dramatically in size or distance. Furthermore, LVLMs’
performance vary based on the prompting method used [33],
making consistent results hard to achieve in critical tasks.

In this work, we focus on leveraging the inherent capa-
bilities of object detectors and LVLMs to perform ATR.
LVLMs, with their extensive parameterized memory, can
provide more detailed, fine-grained information about a scene
or object, despite being less effective at accurately detecting
object boundaries in an image. Conversely, current open-
world detectors [34] excel at localizing objects within a
scene, even when the objects belong to novel categories, but
they often struggle to correctly classify these objects. There-
fore, our approach integrates LVLMs with object detection
networks to enhance ATR, especially for novel object classes
and domains. We propose a pipeline that generates detection
bounding boxes and class labels for objects present in a scene
in a zero-shot manner. Furthermore, we study the behavior
of LVLMs against factors such as prompting mechanism,
image degradation, modality transition, and range effect to
understand the limits of the proposed pipeline for ATR.

In summary, this paper makes the following contributions.
1) We introduce a zero-shot pipeline for ATR, leveraging
the vast world knowledge embedded within LVLMs. Our
approach enables zero-shot object detection and recogni-
tion for novel and unseen object classes across diverse
environments. 2) We conduct comprehensive experiments,
providing insights into the behavior of LVLMs under various
prompting strategies to improve zero-shot understanding for
ATR applications. 3) We systematically study the impact

of critical factors such as image scale and modality on
the performance of LVLMs in ATR, providing guidance for
optimized ATR deployment in the real-world scenarios.

II. RELATED WORK

Open-world ATR is an evolving area of research [35]
that addresses the challenge of detecting and identifying
objects in complex and unconstrained environments where
the objects may belong to novel categories that the model
has not encountered during training as illustrated in Fig. 1.
Unlike traditional closed-set ATR, which assumes a fixed
set of known object classes, open-world ATR must adapt
to new and unknown objects in real time. Recent research
focuses on leveraging deep learning models, especially those
incorporating vision-language models such as CLIP [36],
to improve the detection of novel objects in open-world
settings. For instance, [37] highlights the use of vision-
language models to generate semantic embeddings for novel
object categories, allowing the system to better recognize
unseen objects by understanding their relationship to known
categories. Moreover, [38], [39] introduce open-world object
detectors that focus on localizing and classifying objects
from both seen and unseen categories using self-supervised
learning approaches. These advancements are pushing the
boundaries of ATR by allowing systems to operate in dy-
namic, real-world environments without the limitations of
pre-defined class labels.
Foundation models provide an unlimited potential for learn-
ing open-world knowledge [40]. The effectiveness of the
data used in training is crucial to improving the performance
of downstream tasks. Segmentation foundation models like
SAM [41] represent a significant leap forward in precise
image segmentation, which facilitates zero-shot object recog-
nition. The availability and training on web-scale datasets
[42] have led to the development of increasingly powerful
foundation models capable of harnessing vast open-world
data. These advancements open new avenues for more in-
telligent and adaptable systems in various domains.

III. PROPOSED PIPELINE

The proposed pipeline for ATR for unseen object classes
and novel environmental conditions is illustrated in Fig.
2. The pipeline is a cascaded two-stage process where a
detection module and an LVLM module are combined. Here,
in the Detection phase, the detection module is used to
perform a binary detection which will locate the object crops
from the scene. Then, these crops are passed through the
LVLM to label during the Reevaluation phase.

A. Detection phase

In the detection module, we intend to crop out objects that
are present in the scene of the image. This is because current
LVLMs are not able to localize or in other words estimate
the bounding box for the objects present in the image, even
though LVLMs have good special reasoning capabilities.
Furthermore, current state-of-the-art object detectors are still
better at producing the bonding box parameters. Hence, in
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our pipeline, we use the YOLO-world [34] object detector
as the detection module to perform a binary detection. Here,
binary detection refers to simply producing the bounding
boxes of the object present in the image without considering
the object class. This is because, for novel classes classifier
network of the object detector will not produce the correct
label. This is why we used YOLO-world as the detector
because it allows keyword-prompted object detection.

To produce the bounding boxes from the detector, we
need to provide the keyword or object classes that should
be recognized and localized by the YOLO-world pipeline.
However, providing the class labels for the detector works
mostly in the case of known classes and similar scene
domains as the image features are mostly aligned with text
embeddings of these known class labels that were available
during training. Therefore, the detector will only have high
confidence values for the objects of known classes and novel
object classes will be removed due to having low confidence
or similarity with text embeddings. Besides that, the detector
does not know the labels of the unknown or novel classes
which precludes the ability to provide novel keywords to
prompt the detector. An alternative to this issue is to use an
agent that could recognize the objects present in an image
scene to provide a list of keywords to prompt the detector. A
LVLM is such an entity that contains more world knowledge
compared to specialized downstream task networks.

However, we observed in certain cases that the LVLMs
fail to recognize certain objects present in the scenes due
to the scale of the object compared to the image regardless
of whether the object belongs to known or unknown class
and novel environment conditions. Nonetheless, the LVLMs
were able to provide the labels of the objects that were from
the unknown classes that were not present in the original
keyword list of the detector. Although we could provide the
text prompts for the unknown objects, the detector produced
very low confidence scores as these keyword embeddings
are not optimized for object recognition. Interestingly, we
observed that for unknown or novel objects, even when we
provide a similar label to the true class label, or better
yet a wrong label, the detector is capable of estimating
the bounding boxes but with very low confidence values
that are in the range of second or third decimal place.
Hence, as a design strategy, we chose to use the keyword
‘vehicle’ to prompt the detector as we are not interested in
the classification performance of the detector itself, rather
we collect the bounding boxes localized for all the movable
objects present in the image. Since we only use a single
keyword there are no multiple classes present in the scene
and the detector either recognizes or misses the object present
in the image thus resulting in a binary detection.

B. Reevaluation phase

In the reevaluation phase of a detection pipeline, the iden-
tified objects undergo labeling, a critical step for ensuring the
system’s accuracy and enhancing its performance. To achieve
this, LVLMs are increasingly utilized due to their ability
to bridge visual and textual data. These models combine

the strengths of both computer vision and natural language
processing, allowing them to interpret visual content in a
semantically rich way. They can understand the context of
the detected objects, generate descriptive labels, and even
disambiguate objects that may be visually similar but contex-
tually distinct. The primary advantage of using LVLMs lies
in their ability to leverage vast amounts of pre-trained data,
improving the precision of object identification and labeling.
Moreover, these models can handle complex visual scenes
by linking images with relevant textual descriptions, making
them especially useful for applications where nuanced in-
terpretation of visual data is crucial, such as in autonomous
systems. By deploying LVLMs in this reevaluation phase, the
labeling process becomes more accurate, context-aware, and
scalable. In this work, we study the performance of target
recognition under three different three methods: open-set,
closed-set, and Chain-of-Thought recognition.
Open-set recognition: In open-set recognition [43], the task
requires the LVLM to label objects without any prior knowl-
edge of predefined labels. This scenario tests the model’s
ability to generate meaningful and accurate labels based
solely on visual input. Here we give the prompt,

Name the specific vehicle with a single
response.

encouraging it to identify and label the object in the image
independently. To assess the effectiveness of the model’s
recognition performance, we rely on the classification accu-
racy of the labels it assigns. Upon evaluating the results, we
found that the labels generated during the reevaluation phase
often differed from the ground truth labels. To address this
discrepancy and reconcile the model’s output with the ground
truth, we adopted a strategy of selecting the most recurring
keyword from the reevaluation labels corresponding to each
ground truth class. This method allowed us to bridge the
gap between the model’s predictions and the true classifica-
tions, offering a more consistent alignment between the two.
This approach highlights the potential limitations of open-
set recognition but also provides a mechanism to improve
accuracy through keyword analysis.
Closed-set recognition: In closed-set recognition, the LVLM
is provided with a set of known labels, which allows the
system to operate within predefined constraints. The aim
of this approach is to examine how the model’s labeling
performance is influenced by its awareness of plausible class
labels, particularly whether it exhibits bias or changes its
responses when given such information. For the closed-set
recognition, we use the prompt,

Select a label for the object from the
list [known labels, novel]. No long
response. Only a single word.

To handle cases where the detected object does not match any
of the known labels, we introduce an additional class labeled
as ”novel,” ensuring that the model has a way to account for
unfamiliar objects. In practice, the model is given a prompt
such as, ‘Choose the specific name of the vehicle from the
list,’ and tasked with selecting the correct label from the
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Fig. 3. Sample images from the datasets depicting differences between
the conditions tested for automatic target recognition. Left top: near object
from the DSIAC dataset with clear visibility. Right top: far object from
the DSIAC dataset with difficult visibility. Bottom left: thermal image from
ADAS dataset illustrating the deviation from natural images. Bottom right:
sample synthetic image from AIS dataset for OOD samples.

provided options. Notably, in this study, the known labels
used in the closed-set analysis are drawn from novel object
classes that are not included in the classifier network of
the detector. This setup allows us to investigate the model’s
ability to recognize novel objects within a limited framework
and assess how introducing a predefined set of labels impacts
its recognition accuracy and decision-making process.
Chain-of-Thought recognition: Chain-of-Thought (CoT)
recognition is employed to delve into the reasoning process
of a vision-language model when selecting labels, allowing
us to understand the model’s decision-making pathway. This
method is applied in both closed-set and open-set scenarios to
explore how the model uses logical steps to arrive at its final
label. Furthermore, for CoT recognition we use the following
prompt of,For the closed-set recognition, we use the prompt,
Describe the attributes of the vehicle
in the image. Build a chain-of-thought
to recognize the vehicle. Label the
vehicle using the attributes. Give a
single word response for label.

In CoT recognition, the model is first prompted to describe
the attributes of the object in the image, such as its shape,
color, or other distinguishing features. Based on this descrip-
tion, the model then attempts to recognize and label the
object. For open-set labeling, CoT recognition helps mea-
sure the reproducibility of the model’s recognition process,
ensuring that the model consistently uses the same reasoning
pathway to identify objects, even without prior knowledge of
known labels. In closed-set labeling, CoT is used to help the
model recognize novel objects by drawing on the attributes
of the object to select from the predefined set of labels.
Performance evaluation for CoT recognition in both open
and closed-set cases focuses on the model’s classification
accuracy, ensuring that the reasoning process not only makes
sense but also leads to accurate label selection. This approach
enables a deeper understanding of how the vision-language
model processes information and whether its reasoning aligns
with human-like cognitive patterns.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL SETTINGS

A. Datasets

ADAS dataset: The ADAS Dataset was developed to fa-
cilitate research in the area of visible and thermal sensor
fusion algorithms (commonly referred to as ”RGBT”) and to
support the automotive industry in designing safer and more
efficient Advanced Driver Assistance Systems (ADAS) and
driverless vehicles. It contains a total of 26,442 fully anno-
tated frames, providing 520,000 bounding box annotations
across 15 diverse object categories, including vehicles like
cars, trucks, and motorcycles, as well as other objects such
as pedestrians, traffic lights, and street signs. The dataset
comprises 9,711 thermal and 9,233 RGB images, with a
recommended split for training and validation. This dataset
is especially valuable for analyzing ATR capabilities within
the thermal domain, where traditional RGB sensors fail.
DSIAC dataset: The DSIAC dataset is a specialized col-
lection of monocular images, consisting of 2,595 images
designed to support the evaluation of object recognition
systems in military contexts. The dataset contains images of
vehicles from eight classes captured from varying distances,
ranging from 1,000 meters to 5,000 meters, which introduces
significant challenges in detecting and classifying objects as
the visual clarity diminishes with distance. The class labels in
this dataset are specific to military vehicle categories, making
it an essential resource for developing and testing recognition
algorithms focused on defense applications. The DSIAC
dataset serves as an important benchmark for advancing
the capabilities of target recognition systems in scenarios
where accurate identification at long distances is critical,
such as in surveillance, reconnaissance, and autonomous
defense operations.
AIS dataset: The AIS dataset is a synthetic dataset created
using the Applied Intuition Simulator, specifically designed
to generate images that simulate desert terrain environments.
It contains 200 test images with five general vehicle classes
and three military classes, which are intended for zero-shot
evaluation of both general and military object categories in
novel domains. The use of synthetic images provides flexibil-
ity in simulating diverse and challenging environments, such
as desert landscapes, where object recognition can be more
difficult due to factors like heat distortion, sand, and varying
lighting conditions. To evaluate the robustness of these
models under challenging conditions, weather degradation
in the form of simulated rain is applied to the test images.
In Fig. 3, we provide sample images from the datasets.

B. Vision-language models

In our experiments we use the following LVLMs. For API
models: GPT-4o [44], Claude-3.5-Sonnet [45], and Gemini-
1.5-Pro [46]. For open-source models: LLaVA-1.5-7B [47],
Phi-3.5-Vision [48], MiniCPM-Llama3 [49], InternVL2-8B
[50], LLaVA-Next [51], CogVLM [52], OpenFlamingo-v2
[53], InstructBLIP [54], BLIP2 [55] and as the baseline
model CLIP [29].
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TABLE I
MODEL PERFORMANCE COMPARISON ON ADAS DATASET.

Model Open-set Closed-set Chain-of-Thought
Open-set Closed-set

GPT-4o 58.23 60.11 59.13 63.06
Claude-3.5-Sonnet 57.85 58.24 59.02 64.94
Gemini-1.5-Pro 54.61 56.83 61.11 62.86

LLaVA-1.5-7B 35.63 37.87 42.82 40.39
Phi-3.5-Vision 39.10 40.31 41.45 46.48
MiniCPM-Llama3 33.90 34.41 38.34 39.44
InternVL2-8B 29.50 29.60 30.19 38.29
LLaVA-Next 43.30 44.13 47.30 51.26
CogVLM 49.34 51.38 55.51 58.08
OpenFlamingo-v2 22.83 24.10 24.28 25.85
InstructBLIP 17.13 18.72 20.89 23.23
BLIP2 10.92 11.59 15.41 15.83
CLIP 5.43 6.37 10.65 10.33

TABLE II
MODEL PERFORMANCE COMPARISON ON AIS DATASET.

Model Open-set Closed-set Chain-of-Thought
Open-set Closed-set

GPT-4o 64.20 64.27 64.42 69.03
Claude-3.5-Sonnet 63.84 66.30 68.96 73.29
Gemini-1.5-Pro 60.62 63.10 66.67 66.24

LLaVA-1.5-7B 41.63 42.06 45.76 45.90
Phi-3.5-Vision 45.10 45.65 50.38 49.76
MiniCPM-Llama3 39.90 41.77 45.14 44.09
InternVL2-8B 35.50 36.05 40.69 40.20
LLaVA-Next 49.30 52.05 54.75 55.42
CogVLM 55.34 57.69 60.72 64.34
OpenFlamingo-v2 28.82 30.89 35.83 35.81
InstructBLIP 23.13 24.08 25.40 33.07
BLIP2 16.94 17.17 19.83 25.70
CLIP 11.48 11.62 13.64 14.62

V. RESULTS

The performance of the proposed pipeline for different
LVLMs for the datasets are tabulated in Table I for the ADAS
dataset, Table II for the AIS dataset, Table III for the DSIAC
dataset, and Table IV for weather degradation. Generally,
the API models perform better by a significant margin as
these models are bigger models compared to the other open-
source models. However, the open-source LVLMs perform
comparatively well compared to other smaller models (CLIP)
that are generally used in open-world detectors.
Effect of binary detection. In Fig. 4, we illustrate the
detection performance of binary detection alongside keyword
detection. For keyword detection, we provided the keywords
used by the YOLO-world pipeline and supplemented them
with additional keywords extracted from a LVLM based on
the image scene. As can be seen from the first column in Fig.
4, for novel class objects such as the tank and tractor, the
YOLO-world detector was unable to recognize or classify
them with correct labels. This highlights the limitations
of current open-world detectors in automatic recognition.
Furthermore, performing binary detection produced the same
level of localization performance as keyword detection,
which validates the decision to remove the object vocabulary
for localization. Additionally, we observed that, for the same
image, using different keywords altered the confidence scores
of the classifications, unlike binary detection. This variation

Fig. 4. Misrecognition by open-world detectors for novel object categories
(first column) and the localization performance of binary detection (second
column) compared to using a keyword vocabulary.

Fig. 5. The pipeline can be used to remove false positives (left image)
produced by the detector. The Chain-of-thought recognition on the thermal
image illustrates the attributes used to label the object.

makes it challenging to set a confidence threshold to filter
out localization results with very low confidence scores.
Removing false positives. In most detection pipelines, false
positives are frequently captured, which significantly reduces
detection performance. This presents a major limitation,
as there is no way to directly remove the false positives
from the trained model. Such inaccuracies are particularly
dangerous when safety is a primary concern, as wrong
decision-making based on these false positives could lead
to negative consequences. However, LVLMs can be used to
verify and filter the captured objects. As shown in Fig. 5 (left
image), the pipeline can effectively remove false positives
produced by the detector. This practice can be extended to
general ATR systems to help eliminate false detections.
Chain-of-Thought recognition. In Fig. 5, we provide an
example of CoT recognition in the thermal domain. We
observed an increase in recognition performance using the
CoT method for both open and closed-set recognition.
Specifically, for the example in Fig. 5, the pipeline initially
recognized the object as a tank under open set recognition,
despite it being a thermal image of an armored personnel
carrier. With the CoT approach, the pipeline was able to cor-
rectly recognize the military vehicle as a carrier by utilizing
descriptions of the object as secondary input. This capability
is unique to LVLMs, as traditional detectors are not able to
identify the attributes of the vehicle when classifying.
Effect of image degradation. In Fig. 6 and Table IV, we
present the performance of different vision-language models
under adverse weather conditions. The recognition ability
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TABLE III
MODEL PERFORMANCE COMPARISON ON DSIAC DATASET.

Range (m) 1000 2000 3000-5000

Model Open-set Closed-set Chain-of-Thought Open-set Closed-set Chain-of-Thought Chain-of-Thought
Open-set Closed-set Open-set Closed-set Open-set Closed-set

GPT-4o 67.23 69.32 68.48 73.61 66.94 67.03 69.17 73.45 34.22 36.39
Claude-3.5-Sonnet 66.82 67.65 68.32 73.71 63.55 64.49 66.06 70.37 31.34 32.78
Gemini-1.5-Pro 63.62 64.93 65.18 72.52 62.29 65.00 63.64 66.14 28.17 30.70

LLaVA-1.5-7B 44.63 46.71 48.75 49.04 42.81 44.35 46.20 46.71 15.13 17.14
Phi-3.5-Vision 54.86 56.79 56.24 51.50 52.90 53.65 59.40 41.76 16.79 18.04
MiniCPM-Llama3 48.44 48.54 53.93 46.09 47.32 47.35 52.99 41.35 14.17 15.48
InternVL2-8B 44.45 47.26 50.11 40.36 42.62 40.38 43.93 37.75 16.45 17.74
LLaVA-Next 57.28 60.82 61.48 53.78 56.26 57.52 59.99 48.82 15.54 17.19
CogVLM 58.34 60.84 62.52 68.05 54.92 55.65 57.74 57.95 18.77 20.68
OpenFlamingo-v2 31.83 33.44 35.24 35.31 29.58 30.92 30.44 33.35 11.23 14.09
InstructBLIP 26.13 26.80 31.67 32.34 25.76 27.00 25.98 33.46 9.68 11.68
BLIP2 19.94 21.13 21.49 28.55 18.50 19.06 18.60 22.21 1.61 2.27
CLIP 14.43 17.12 20.01 18.40 10.26 10.86 10.30 14.21 1.06 1.43

generally drops, as expected, since the quality of the scene
is hindered. This occurs because the attributes of the objects
present in the image under these conditions can differ from
those in a clear scene. In Fig. 6, the labels given by the
best-performing model for the dataset were truck, tractor,
and boat, whereas the ground truth was truck, tractor, and
tank, from left to right. The smaller models misidentified the
tractor as an ATV and failed to recognize the tank as any
vehicle. This aligns with human recognition capabilities, as
the tractor shares a similar structure with an ATV, and the
scene with the tank was severely degraded. Also, when the
CoT method was applied, the decision-making involved con-
sidering the background of the scene. For example, the label
‘boat’ was assigned to the tank during reevaluation, with
the explanation: ‘The curved hull and the surrounding water
indicate that this vehicle is designed for water navigation.
The dark silhouette contrasts with the lighter water around
it, emphasizing the shape typical of a boat.’
Future work. While these large models contain extensive
world knowledge, they are challenging to apply in real-
time applications due to time constraints. However, they
can serve as excellent teacher models or agents to train
smaller, specialized models, where the large models can
disseminate knowledge about novel objects encountered by
the specialized models. Furthermore, the recognition perfor-
mance of LVLMs significantly surpassed that of theYOLO-
world detector for both RGB and grayscale images. However,
for thermal images, the performance improvement was not

GT: Tank
GPT-4o: Tank
LLaVA-Next: Tank

GT: Tractor
GPT-4o: Tractor
LLaVA-Next: ATV

GT: Tank
GPT-4o: Boat
LLaVA-Next: None

Fig. 6. Qualitative examples for ATR under weather degradation. The
smaller models fail to locate heavily distorted scenes, and the larger models
fail to properly recognize the object.

TABLE IV
MODEL PERFORMANCE UNDER WEATHER DEGRADATION.

Model Open-set Closed-set Chain-of-Thought
Open-set Closed-set

GPT-4o 61.24 63.52 61.92 70.92
Claude-3.5-Sonnet 60.88 60.83 65.43 66.14
Gemini-1.5-Pro 57.63 60.36 64.97 64.71

LLaVA-1.5-7B 38.67 39.43 43.73 42.71
Phi-3.5-Vision 42.10 44.11 46.13 49.70
MiniCPM-Llama3 36.90 39.07 39.33 40.81
InternVL2-8B 32.50 34.46 35.98 38.25
LLaVA-Next 46.30 47.83 50.00 50.92
CogVLM 52.31 52.73 53.42 58.03
OpenFlamingo-v2 25.82 28.33 29.88 33.30
InstructBLIP 20.12 20.99 23.4 28.19
BLIP2 13.98 14.36 18.09 19.72
CLIP 8.45 9.54 13.29 15.59

as substantial as with other modalities. Therefore, these large
models can be fine-tuned or adapted to other domains, such
as thermal imaging, to enhance open-world target recognition
across domains or even towards unified models.

VI. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, our work demonstrated the use of LVLMs
for zero-shot ATR in novel environments and object cate-
gories. We showed that by combining the detection capabil-
ities of existing object detectors with the world knowledge
of LVLMs, we can overcome the performance drop in open-
world detectors for extreme novel object classes or environ-
ments, while also addressing the poor localization capabili-
ties of LVLMs. This work highlights how these foundation
models can be employed to develop more reliable systems
where safety and accuracy are of paramount importance.
Additionally, we presented the performance of the proposed
pipeline with different LVLMs for comparison across various
modalities and conditions. Furthermore, we emphasized key
advantages, such as false positive removal, binary detection,
and Chain-of-Thought recognition, made possible by our
pipeline through the use of LVLMs. By providing future
directions, we hope that our work will shed light on new
approaches for ATR in the era of LVLMs, thereby facilitating
advancements in the right direction.
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