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Abstract—Anomaly detection methods typically require exten-
sive normal samples from the target class for training, limiting
their applicability in scenarios that require rapid adaptation,
such as cold start. Zero-shot and few-shot anomaly detection do
not require labeled samples from the target class in advance,
making them a promising research direction. Existing zero-shot
and few-shot approaches often leverage powerful multimodal
models to detect and localize anomalies by comparing image-
text similarity. However, their handcrafted generic descriptions
fail to capture the diverse range of anomalies that may emerge
in different objects, and simple patch-level image-text matching
often struggles to localize anomalous regions of varying shapes
and sizes. To address these issues, this paper proposes the
FiLo++ method, which consists of two key components. The first
component, Fused Fine-Grained Descriptions (FusDes), utilizes
large language models to generate anomaly descriptions for
each object category, combines both fixed and learnable prompt
templates and applies a runtime prompt filtering method, pro-
ducing more accurate and task-specific textual descriptions. The
second component, Deformable Localization (DefLoc), integrates
the vision foundation model Grounding DINO with position-
enhanced text descriptions and a Multi-scale Deformable Cross-
modal Interaction (MDCI) module, enabling accurate localization
of anomalies with various shapes and sizes. In addition, we design
a position-enhanced patch matching approach to improve few-
shot anomaly detection performance. Experiments on multiple
datasets demonstrate that FiLo++ achieves significant perfor-
mance improvements compared with existing methods. Code will
be available at https://github.com/CASIA-IVA-Lab/FiLo.

Index Terms—Anomaly detection, zero-shot learning, few-shot
learning, multimodal learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

ANOMALY detection is a highly practical task that finds
wide application across diverse fields, including de-

tecting product defects in industrial manufacturing [1]–[4],
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Fig. 1. Comparison of anomaly detection and localization between FiLo++
and previous ZSAD methods. Previous ZSAD methods utilize generic
anomaly descriptions, which may lead to errors. Our FusDes enhances detec-
tion accuracy by fine-grained anomaly descriptions, learnable templates, and
runtime prompt filtering. For localization, existing ZSAD methods typically
compare image patches directly with text features, resulting in false positives
in background regions. Our DefLoc method effectively eliminates background
areas and improves localization accuracy by employing Grounding DINO,
position-enhanced text descriptions, and the MDCI module.

identifying lesions in medical contexts [5], [6], and monitoring
abnormal behaviors of vehicles and pedestrians in transporta-
tion [7]–[9]. Traditional anomaly detection methods [10]–[12]
typically regard the problem as one-class classification, where
the model is trained on a large number of normal samples and
subsequently attempts to detect out-of-distribution anomalies.
Although these methods perform well, they lose effective-
ness in scenarios where large-scale normal data collection is
challenging (e.g., cold-start settings). Consequently, zero-shot
and few-shot anomaly detection methods [13]–[15], which do
not require prior data from the target category, have gained
considerable attention. In these methods, only a small number
of normal samples are optionally provided as references during
testing, and the methods can detect object categories that have
never been encountered during training.

Existing zero-shot and few-shot anomaly detection ap-
proaches [13]–[15] primarily build on multimodal pre-trained
models such as CLIP [16]. Trained on extremely large-
scale image-text pair datasets, multimodal models exhibit
remarkable zero-shot performance in image classification [17],
semantic segmentation [18], [19], and object detection [20].
Anomaly detection methods based on multimodal pretrained
models [13], [15] often rely on handcrafted text prompts con-
veying “normal” and “abnormal” semantics, then determine
whether each image patch is anomalous by comparing its
feature similarity to text embeddings. Such techniques offer
a solution for both Zero-Shot Anomaly Detection (ZSAD)
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and Few-Shot Anomaly Detection (FSAD), yet they face
limitations in two main aspects. First, regarding detection,
manually crafted general descriptions lack flexibility and fail
to capture the diverse types of anomalies across different
object categories. Second, for localization, naively matching
patch features with text prompts struggles to detect anomalous
regions that span multiple patches or have varying shapes.

In response to these challenges, this paper proposes a
method called FiLo++, which offers effective solutions for
anomaly detection and localization. For detection, we design a
Fused Fine-Grained Descriptions (FusDes) module to improve
anomaly detection. First, this module leverages the extensive
cross-domain knowledge of Large Language Models (LLMs)
to generate specific types of anomalies potentially appearing
in the test sample, replacing the generic, manually crafted
prompts with content more tailored to each test sample.
Second, existing research shows that the template of the
text prompt in multimodal models significantly affects per-
formance. Prior methods usually adopt the prompt template
from CLIP [16] that is originally designed for ImageNet
classification [21], which may not fully suit anomaly detec-
tion tasks. To this end, we introduce new prompt templates
specialized for anomaly detection and combine fixed, human-
designed templates with learnable, adaptive templates to pro-
duce text prompts better suited to anomaly detection. Finally,
we propose a runtime prompt filtering strategy that boosts the
distinguishability between normal and abnormal text features,
yielding the final fused fine-grained description. Compared
to the “normal” vs. “abnormal” general descriptions used by
existing methods, the FusDes module, which combines LLM
priors, fixed and learnable prompt templates and runtime fil-
tering, substantially enhances anomaly detection capabilities.

For localization, we design a Deformable Localization (De-
fLoc) module to overcome difficulties in localizing anoma-
lous regions of various sizes and shapes across multiple
patches. This module proceeds in three main steps. First,
DefLoc utilizes detailed anomaly information generated by
the LLMs and employs the vision foundation model Ground-
ing DINO [20] for initial anomaly localization. Although
Grounding DINO alone shows poor performance in anomaly
detection, it effectively filters out backgrounds and homoge-
neous areas irrelevant to anomalies, thus helping subsequent
localization steps. Second, DefLoc integrates the positional
information from Grounding DINO’s initial localization re-
sults into the text descriptions, making them more accurate.
Third, DefLoc applies a Multi-scale Deformable Cross-modal
Interaction (MDCI) module, which aggregates image patch
features using deformable convolutions [22] at multiple scales
and thereby strengthens detection of anomalous regions with
different shapes and sizes.

Furthermore, we design a position-enhanced patch matching
approach to support few-shot anomaly detection. By lever-
aging the preliminary localization results from the DefLoc
module, we constrain the scope of patch matching to improve
detection and localization performance in FSAD scenarios.

FiLo++ is an extension of our work FiLo [15], which is
published in ACM MM 2024. Compared to FiLo, FiLo++
makes three primary improvements: 1) FiLo++ replaces the

FG-Des module with the FusDes module that merges fixed
prompt templates, learnable templates, and runtime prompt
filtering to further enhance the alignment between text and
image features.; 2) FiLo++ employs multi-scale deformable
convolutions in place of standard convolutions in the DefLoc
module to better detect anomalies of different shapes and
sizes; 3) FiLo++ adds a FSAD branch that utilizes DefLoc’s
initial localization results to refine patch matching, expanding
the applicability of the FiLo++. Beyond making structural
modifications, we further conduct experiments under various
settings and carry out more extensive ablation studies to
provide a comprehensive evaluation of our method.

We perform extensive experiments on various datasets
such as MVTec-AD [23] and VisA [24], and results show
that FiLo++ achieves significant improvements in ZSAD and
FSAD. For instance, in the zero-shot scenario on VisA,
FiLo++ achieves an image-level AUC of 84.5% and a pixel-
level AUC of 96.2%.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:
• We propose a FusDes approach that leverages cross-

domain knowledge in LLMs to generate detailed anomaly
descriptions. By combining fixed text prompt templates
with learnable templates and applying a runtime prompt
filtering method, we produce text features more suitable
for anomaly detection, thereby enhancing both accuracy
and interpretability.

• Additionally, we introduce a DefLoc module that inte-
grates preliminary anomaly localization from the Ground-
ing DINO vision foundation model, position-enhanced
text descriptions, and a Multi-scale Deformable Cross-
modal Interaction (MDCI) module to more accurately
localize anomalies of different sizes and shapes. Fur-
thermore, by incorporating a few-shot anomaly detection
branch, FiLo++ can perform both ZSAD and FSAD,
improving its flexibility and generalization.

• Extensive experiments on multiple datasets show that
FiLo++ significantly outperforms baseline methods. Ex-
perimental results proves effective for both zero-shot and
few-shot anomaly detection and localization, achieving
state-of-the-art performance.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Zero-shot Anomaly Detection

Following the remarkable success of the multimodal pre-
trained CLIP [16] in various zero-shot settings within com-
puter vision, numerous studies now leverage CLIP’s powerful
capabilities to conduct zero-shot anomaly detection. Early ex-
plorations such as CLIP-AD [25] and ZoC [26] directly apply
CLIP to anomaly detection datasets by comparing overall
image features with textual descriptors such as “normal” and
“abnormal.” However, these methods exhibit relatively poor
performance and cannot localize anomalies. WinCLIP [13] is
the first CLIP-based anomaly detection method that enables
anomaly localization by sliding windows of various sizes
across an image and determining anomalous regions through
each window’s anomaly score. Although WinCLIP achieves
preliminary anomaly localization, it introduces substantial
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computational overhead. APRIL-GAN [27] mitigates Win-
CLIP’s excessive computation by training an additional linear
layer to align text features with patch-level image features.
CLIP Surgery [28] then first introduces V-V Attention to
naturally align patch-level image features and text features, and
AnoVL [29] extends this approach with anomaly-specific text
templates and runtime adapters to enhance detection results.
AnomalyCLIP [30] replaces handcrafted text with an object-
agnostic learnable text vector but only employs the single
word “damaged” for all anomalies, failing to capture richer
anomaly categories. In contrast, FiLo++ employs LLMs to
generate detailed anomaly categories, combines handcrafted
templates with learnable text vectors, and introduces a runtime
prompt filtering strategy to obtain text features better suited
for anomaly detection, enhancing detection accuracy.

Regarding anomaly localization, Segment Any Anomaly
(SAA) [31] represents a line of work that uses foundational
vision models such as Grounding DINO [20] and the Segment
Anything Model [32] to segment anomalous regions. However,
two main issues arise: first, these methods only segment
anomalies when they confirm that an object contains anomalies
and thus cannot ascertain whether anomalies exist in the
first place; second, SAA’s segmentation heavily depends on
Grounding DINO. Because there is a considerable distribution
shift between anomaly detection data and Grounding DINO’s
pretraining data, direct application of Grounding DINO yields
low accuracy, numerous false positives, or labels an entire
object as anomalous. Nevertheless, Grounding DINO excels
at detecting foreground objects and efficiently filters out back-
ground or uniformly normal regions. Therefore, in FiLo++’s
DefLoc module, we only employ Grounding DINO for pre-
liminary anomaly localization to improve the performance of
subsequent localization steps.

B. Few-shot Anomaly Detection

Compared with zero-shot anomaly detection, few-shot
anomaly detection allows a model to access a small number of
normal reference samples from the same category as the test
data. Patch-level feature comparison [1], [10], [14] is the most
prevalent approach here: these methods detect anomalies by
comparing patch-level features from the test sample with those
from the normal sample. Building on this vanilla patch feature
matching, some works propose various improvements. For
example, RegAD [14] adopts STN [33] for image registration
to improve matching precision, ADformer [1] employs a CNN-
Transformer composite architecture to extract more effective
features, and COFT-AD [34] uses contrastive learning to fine-
tune the feature extractor. In FiLo++, we utilize the prelimi-
nary anomaly localization result from the DefLoc module to
constrain the regions involved in patch feature matching and
then integrate the results of patch-level matching with image-
text feature matching to further enhance FSAD performance.

C. Multi-Scale Convolution

Multi-scale convolution combines convolution kernels of
different receptive field sizes, enabling effective feature extrac-
tion for objects of various sizes in an image. This approach

has demonstrated outstanding performance in numerous vision
tasks and has become highly popular in computer vision
research. InceptionNet [35] is a pioneering example that uses
1×1, 3×3, and 5×5 kernels in parallel within the same
layer and then concatenates the results along the channel
dimension. RepVGG [36] decomposes larger convolution ker-
nels into multiple 3×3 kernels, substantially reducing model
parameters and improving inference speed. MixConv [37]
applies different kernel sizes to different channels within the
same convolution operation, balancing multi-scale benefits and
computational efficiency. Nevertheless, these methods all rely
on fixed-shaped kernels, which lack flexibility. Deformable
Convolution Network [22] introduces deformable convolution
operations that greatly enhance feature extraction for objects
with irregular shapes, which is highly beneficial for anomaly
detection. In FiLo++, we incorporate both multi-scale and
deformable convolutions, fully leveraging multimodal image-
text features to design the MDCI module, which accurately
localizes anomalies of various sizes and shapes.

III. METHOD

A. Overview

This paper proposes a novel zero-shot and few-shot anomaly
detection method, FiLo++, which enhances the performance
of anomaly detection and localization through two modules:
FusDes and DefLoc. Specifically, for anomaly detection, we
design the Fused Fine-Grained Description module (FusDes,
Section III-B), which leverages detailed anomaly descriptions
provided by large language models. FusDes combines fixed
templates with learnable text vectors and implements a runtime
prompt filtering strategy to obtain text features that more accu-
rately match anomaly detection images. The FusDes module
not only determines whether an image contains anomalies
but also identifies the specific types of anomalies within
the image, significantly improving the interpretability of the
method. For anomaly localization, we develop the Deformable
Localization module (DefLoc, Section III-C), which accurately
locates anomalies of varying sizes and dimensions through
initial localization using Grounding DINO, position-enhanced
text descriptions, and a Multi-scale Deformable Cross-modal
Interaction module.

B. FusDes

Numerous existing methods demonstrate that the quality of
text prompts significantly affects the performance of anomaly
detection based on image-text pre-trained models when in-
ferring new categories. Therefore, we first investigate prompt
engineering to generate more precise and efficient text prompts
to enhance detection accuracy. The FusDes module consists
of three main components: 1) generation of fine-grained
anomaly descriptions based on LLMs; 2) combination of fixed
templates with learnable text vectors; and 3) runtime prompt
filtering. These three components are detailed below.

1) Fine-Grained Anomaly Descriptions: Initial CLIP-based
anomaly detection methods use terms like “abnormal” to rep-
resent anomaly semantics, which fail to capture the diversity
of anomaly types. WinCLIP expands anomaly description
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Fig. 2. Overall architecture of FiLo++. Given an input image, an LLM generates fine-grained anomaly types. The normal and detailed anomaly texts are
processed by Grounding DINO to obtain bounding boxes, then combined with fixed and learnable templates and encoded by the CLIP Text Encoder with
runtime prompt filtering to produce Tn and Ta. The image’s intermediate patch features interact with the text features through the MDCI module to create
the vision-language anomaly map. A few-shot anomaly map is generated using the memory bank of few-shot normal samples. Finally, global image features
are compared with the fused text features to obtain the global anomaly score.

texts by including terms such as “damaged,” “flaw,” and
“defect.” However, these descriptions remain broad and cannot
accurately describe different anomaly types on various objects.
We require more specific and precise anomaly descriptions to
match the rich variety of anomalies. Large language models
(LLMs), such as GPT-4, trained on vast image and text
datasets, possess extensive “world knowledge” across various
domains. We utilize the powerful knowledge of LLMs to
generate detailed anomaly types for each test sample, resulting
in more accurate fine-grained descriptions than generic terms
like “damaged” or “abnormal.” These detailed descriptions
better match the test images, improving detection precision and
enabling the determination of specific anomaly contents in the
images based on the similarity between text descriptions and
image content, thereby enhancing the method’s interpretability.

2) Combination of Fixed Templates and Learnable Text
Vectors: After methods like WinCLIP achieve excellent per-
formance on multiple anomaly detection datasets, subsequent
approaches typically adopt the same text templates used by
WinCLIP to construct text prompts. However, the text template
A photo of [class]. used in WinCLIP is primarily derived
from templates employed by CLIP for image classification
tasks on the ImageNet dataset, which focus on indicating
the foreground object category rather than whether the object

contains anomalous parts. Therefore, we modify this template
by incorporating the fine-grained descriptions generated by
LLMs, changing it to A [domain] photo of [state] [cls] (with
[anomaly cls] at [pos]). Here, [domain] represents the object’s
domain, [state] indicates normal or anomalous status, and [cls]
denotes the object category name. For anomaly descriptions,
the template includes [anomaly cls] for detailed anomaly
content and [pos] for anomaly location, categorized into nine
positions: top-left, left, bottom-left, top, center, bottom, top-
right, right, and bottom-right.

The modified template significantly enhances both perfor-
mance and interpretability compared to the original. However,
manually crafted templates cannot achieve the optimal solu-
tion for anomaly detection tasks. Consequently, we introduce
learnable adaptive text templates trained with relevant anomaly
detection data. These templates adaptively learn text prompts
that better distinguish between normal and anomalous samples
based on the image’s normal and anomalous content. The
adaptive normal and anomalous text templates are defined as
follows:

Tn = [V1][V2] . . . [Vn][state][cls]

Ta = [W1][W2] . . . [Wn][state][cls]

with [anomaly cls] at [pos]
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where [Vi] and [Wi] are learnable text vectors, and Tn and Ta

represent the normal and anomalous text templates.
By inserting the fine-grained anomaly descriptions gener-

ated by LLMs into the [anomaly cls] field of the adaptive
text templates, we obtain complete text prompts. These fine-
grained anomaly descriptions not only enhance detection ac-
curacy but also improve the interpretability of the detection
results. Specifically, we calculate the similarity between image
features and each detailed anomaly description’s text features.
By examining the content of text descriptions with high
similarity, we determine the specific anomaly category within
the image, thereby gaining a deeper understanding of the
model’s decision-making process.

3) Runtime Prompt Filtering: Ideally, anomaly detection
methods based on image-text multimodal models should as-
sociate normal images with normal texts and anomalous im-
ages with anomalous texts, such that the similarity between
normal image features and normal text features exceeds that
between normal images and anomalous texts, and vice versa.
However, in practice, we observe overlapping distances be-
tween normal and anomalous text features, a phenomenon
termed cross-semantic ambiguity [38], which hinders anomaly
detection. Specifically, for the set of normal text features
T origin
n = {Tn,1, Tn,2, . . . } and anomalous text features

T origin
a = {Ta,1, Ta,2, . . . }, we first compute the cosine

distances between the test image features and each feature in
both sets, resulting in distance sets Dn = {Dn,1, Dn,2, . . . }
and Da = {Da,1, Da,2, . . . }. Ideally, for an image, the
distance sets Dn and Da should be mutually exclusive or have
minimal overlap, meaning that for normal images, Dn should
be significantly smaller than Da, and for anomalous images,
Da should be significantly smaller than Dn. However, due
to the diversity of text descriptions, not all text descriptions
are reflected in a single test image, resulting in some noisy
descriptions that may negatively impact model performance.

To address this issue, we design a strategy to filter the
overlapping prompts in Dn and Da. Specifically, we first
determine the overlapping interval as follws:

Dc = [max(min(Dn),min(Da)),min(max(Dn),max(Da))].

We then remove the prompts in Dn and Da that fall within
Dc, thereby completing runtime prompt filtering and obtaining
the filtered text feature sets Tn and Ta.

Next, we compute the global anomaly score by calculating
the similarity between the global image feature G, obtained
by passing the image through the CLIP image encoder and
adapter, and the filtered text features Tn and Ta:

Sglobal = softmax(G · [Tn, Ta]
T ) + max(M), (1)

where M denotes the anomaly map calculated in Section III-C,
and max(·) represents the maximum operation. The adapter
has a bottleneck structure to align global image features and
text features, consisting of two linear layers, one ReLU [39]
layer, and one SiLU [40] layer, as shown in Algorithm 1.

The FusDes module not only improves anomaly detection
accuracy but also enhances the interpretability of the detection
results. By evaluating the similarity between image features

Algorithm 1 Adapter Module
Input: vector x
Output: vector y

1: h1 = ReLU(W1x+ b1)
2: y = SiLU(W2h1 + b2)

and each detailed description’s text features, we can identify
the text descriptions that best match the image, thereby deter-
mining the specific anomaly types present in the image.

C. DefLoc

Existing anomaly detection methods locate anomalous
patches by directly computing the similarity between each
image patch’s features and text features. However, an anoma-
lous region often spans multiple patches, and different anoma-
lous regions vary in position, shape, and size. Sometimes, it
is necessary to consider the surrounding normal regions to
determine whether a region is anomalous. To address these
challenges, we design the DefLoc module, which utilizes
initial localization via Grounding DINO, position-enhanced
text prompts, and a Multi-scale Deformable Cross-modal
Interaction (MDCI) module to accurately locate anomalous
regions of varying sizes and shapes. Additionally, we introduce
a few-shot anomaly detection branch that employs a position-
enhanced patch matching approach to achieve more accurate
few-shot anomaly detection and localization results.

1) Initial Localization with Grounding DINO: Previous
multimodal pre-trained model-based anomaly detection meth-
ods typically treat patches from different image locations
equally when computing similarity with text features. How-
ever, the object under inspection often occupies only a por-
tion of the input image, with the remaining background
requiring exclusion. Direct patch similarity computation may
erroneously identify minor disturbances in the background
as anomalous regions, leading to false detections. We utilize
the detailed anomaly descriptions generated by FusDes and
employ the Grounding DINO method for initial anomaly lo-
calization. Although Grounding DINO alone cannot precisely
determine the exact anomaly locations, the resulting bounding
boxes generally encompass the foreground objects. Therefore,
we use Grounding DINO’s localization results to restrict
the anomaly regions, effectively avoiding false detections in
the background and improving the accuracy of subsequent
anomaly localization. Furthermore, since Grounding DINO
may occasionally miss some anomalies, we do not adopt
an all-or-nothing approach for regions outside the bounding
boxes. Instead, we suppress the anomaly scores of regions
outside all Grounding DINO bounding boxes by multiplying
them by a hyperparameter λ, thereby mitigating potential
misses caused by Grounding DINO.

2) Position-Enhanced Text Prompts: After obtaining initial
anomaly localization results with Grounding DINO, we incor-
porate the positional information of the bounding boxes into
the text prompts to enhance position descriptions. Specifically,
we categorize the anomaly positions within the image into
nine regions: top-left, left, bottom-left, top, center, bottom,
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top-right, right, and bottom-right. Based on the center coordi-
nates of the Grounding DINO bounding boxes, we determine
which positions are likely to contain anomalies and add this
positional information to the [pos] field of the text prompts.
Text prompts enriched with detailed anomaly descriptions and
positional information better match the content of the image
under inspection, facilitating the model to focus on specific
regions during subsequent anomaly localization and thereby
improving localization precision.

3) Multi-scale Deformable Cross-modal Interaction: To
accurately localize anomalous regions of different shapes and
sizes, our method does not directly compute the similarity
between each image patch feature and text features. Instead,
we design a Multi-scale Deformable Cross-modal Interaction
(MDCI) module. The design of MDCI is inspired by Win-
CLIP’s approach of selecting image subregions using sliding
windows of different sizes, but it overcomes the computational
overhead of inputting dozens of differently sized images into
the Image Encoder simultaneously as in WinCLIP. Specifi-
cally, we design deformable convolution kernels of varying
sizes and shapes to aggregate regions of the patch features
extracted by the CLIP Image Encoder in parallel. We then
compute the similarity between the aggregated features and the
position-enhanced text features, performing text feature-guided
multi-scale deformable convolution operations. This approach
allows the MDCI module to handle anomalous regions of vary-
ing sizes and shapes simultaneously, significantly enhancing
the model’s ability to localize anomalies while maintaining
high computational efficiency.

Specifically, we design n deformable convolution kernels of
different sizes and shapes, denoted as Dj , where j ranges from
1 to n. For each stage i, the patch features Pi ∈ RHiWi×C

extracted by image encoder, along with the position-enhanced
text features [Tn, Ta] ∈ R2×C , are processed as follows:

Mn
i ,M

a
i = Up(Norm(

n∑
j=1

S(Dj(Pi) · [Tn, Ta]
T ))), (2)

where Up(·) denotes upsampling, S(·) represents the Softmax
operation, and Norm(·) denotes the normalization operation.
By summing and normalizing the maps from each stage, we
obtain the final normal and anomaly maps:

Mn = Norm

(∑
i

Mn
i

)
, Ma = Norm

(∑
i

Ma
i

)
. (3)

The anomaly localization result obtained through this
vision-language feature comparison method is expressed as:

Mvl =
Ma + (1−Mn)

2
. (4)

4) Few-shot Anomaly Detection Branch: In the newly
added few-shot anomaly detection branch, we design a
position-enhanced patch matching method that utilizes the
initial localization information obtained from DefLoc to con-
strain the patch matching regions. Specifically, in the few-
shot anomaly detection branch, we first use the same CLIP
image encoder to extract patch-level features from known
normal image samples and store each stage’s features in the

corresponding memory bank. Then, for each stage i of the
query image’s patch features Pi, we calculate the cosine
distance between Pi and all normal patch features in the
corresponding memory bank, selecting the minimum cosine
distance as the anomaly score for that patch at that stage:

Mfew
i = min(cos distance(Pi,Memi)), (5)

where Memi represents the memory bank for stage i. By sum-
ming and normalizing the anomaly scores across all stages and
suppressing the scores of regions outside the Grounding DINO
bounding boxes, we obtain the few-shot anomaly localization
result:

Mfew = Norm

(∑
i

Mfew
i

)
. (6)

Combining the few-shot anomaly localization results with
the image-text anomaly localization results, we obtain the final
anomaly localization result:

M = Gσ

(
Mvl +Mfew

2

)
, (7)

where Gσ is a Gaussian filter, and σ is a hyperparameter con-
trolling the degree of smoothing, set to 4 in our experiments.

D. Loss Functions

To learn the content of adaptive text templates and the
parameters in MDCI and adapter, we choose different loss
functions for training from the perspectives of global anomaly
detection and local anomaly localization. We choose the cross-
entropy loss as our global loss for global anomaly detection,
as it is a commonly used binary classification loss function.
The global loss is computed as follows:

Lglobal = Lce(Sglobal, Label), (8)

where Sglobal is the global anomaly score computed in
Sec. III-B, and Label indicates whether the image is anomalous
or not. For local anomaly localization, we employ Focal
loss [41] and Dice loss [42] to optimize the anomaly map.
Both losses are commonly used in semantic segmentation.
Focal loss leverages the parameter γ to increase the weighting
of hard examples, thereby addressing class imbalance, while
Dice loss optimizes segmentation quality based on the Dice
coefficient. Our local loss is calculated as:

Llocal = Lf (M
a, G) + Ld(M

a, G) + Ld(M
n, 1−G), (9)

where G denotes the ground truth.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Datasets

We conduct experiments primarily on the MVTec-AD [23]
and VisA [24] datasets. MVTec-AD is a comprehensive indus-
trial anomaly detection dataset, comprising 5,354 images from
15 different categories, including 10 object categories and 5
texture categories, with resolutions ranging from 700×700 to
1, 024×1, 024 pixels. In comparison, the VisA dataset presents
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TABLE I
COMPARISON RESULTS BETWEEN FILO++ AND OTHER ZSAD METHODS.

Img-AUC AND Px-AUC IN TABLE REPRESENT IMAGE-LEVEL AUC AND
PIXEL-LEVEL AUC. THE BEST-PERFORMING METHOD IS IN BOLD.

Method MVTec-AD VisA

Img-AUC Px-AUC Img-AUC Px-AUC

CLIP [16] 74.1 38.4 66.4 46.6
CLIP-AC [16] 71.5 38.2 65.0 47.8
WinCLIP [13] 91.8 85.1 78.1 79.6

APRIL-GAN [27] 86.1 87.6 78.0 94.2
AnomalyCLIP [30] 91.5 91.1 82.1 95.5

FiLo [15] 91.2 92.3 83.9 95.9
FiLo++ (ours) 92.1 92.8 84.5 96.2

TABLE II
COMPARISON RESULTS BETWEEN FILO++ AND OTHER FSAD METHODS.

Img-AUC AND Px-AUC IN TABLE REPRESENT IMAGE-LEVEL AUC AND
PIXEL-LEVEL AUC. THE BEST-PERFORMING METHOD IS IN BOLD.

Setup Method MVTec-AD VisA

Img-AUC Px-AUC Img-AUC Px-AUC

1-shot

SPADE 81.0 91.2 79.5 95.6
PatchCore 83.4 92.0 79.9 95.4
WinCLIP 93.1 95.2 83.8 96.4

AnomalyGPT 94.1 95.3 87.4 96.2

FiLo++ (ours) 95.0 96.2 88.3 97.3

2-shot

SPADE 82.9 92.0 80.7 96.2
PatchCore 86.3 93.3 81.6 96.1
WinCLIP 94.4 96.0 84.6 96.8

AnomalyGPT 95.5 95.6 88.6 96.4

FiLo++ (ours) 95.8 96.5 88.6 97.5

4-shot

SPADE 84.8 92.7 81.7 96.6
PatchCore 88.8 94.3 85.3 96.8
WinCLIP 95.2 96.2 87.3 97.2

AnomalyGPT 96.3 96.2 90.6 96.7

FiLo++ (ours) 96.3 96.6 89.8 97.9

greater challenges, containing 10,821 images from 12 different
categories, with resolutions of 1, 500×1, 000 pixels. Consistent
with APRIL-GAN [27] and AnomalyCLIP [30], we perform
supervised training on one dataset and conduct zero-shot or
few-shot testing on the other dataset.

B. Evaluation Metrics

Consistent with existing zero-shot and few-shot anomaly
detection methods [2], [12], [43], we employ the Area Under
the Receiver Operating Characteristic (AUC) as the evaluation
metric. Image-level AUC is utilized to assess the performance
of anomaly detection, while pixel-level AUC evaluates the
performance of anomaly localization.

C. Implementation Details

We employ the publicly available CLIP-L/14@336px model
as the backbone, freezing the parameters of both the CLIP text
encoder and image encoder. Training is conducted on either
the MVTec-AD or VisA dataset, while zero-shot and few-shot
testing is performed on the other dataset. For intermediate
layer patch features, we utilize the features from the 6th, 12th,
18th, and 24th layers of the CLIP image encoder. Starting

TABLE III
ABLATION RESULTS FOR ANOMALY DESCRIPTIONS. GS STANDS FOR

GENERIC STATE, FGD FOR FINE-GRAINED DESCRIPTION, LT FOR
LEARNABLE TEMPLATE, AND RTPF FOR RUNTIME PROMPT FILTERING.

Img-AUC AND Px-AUC REPRESENT IMAGE-LEVEL AND PIXEL-LEVEL
AUC, RESPECTIVELY. THE BEST-PERFORMING RESULT IS IN BOLD.

Setup MVTec-AD VisA

Img-AUC Px-AUC Img-AUC Px-AUC

CLIP baseline 71.5 38.2 65.0 47.8
+ GS 79.9 83.5 65.4 83.9

+ FGD 80.8 83.8 71.2 85.5
+ LT 85.8 85.1 78.1 93.2

+ RTPF 86.2 85.3 78.5 93.5

from the 7th layer, we simultaneously leverage the outputs
of QKV Attention and V-V Attention, where the output of
QKV Attention is aligned with text features through a simple
linear layer, and the output of V-V Attention is input into the
MDCI module for multi-scale and multi-shape deep interaction
with text features. During training, input images are resized
to a resolution of 518 × 518 and the model parameters are
optimized for 15 epochs using the AdamW optimizer [44].
The learning rate for the learnable text vectors is set to 1e-3,
while the learning rate for the MDCI module is set to 1e-4.
Subsequently, we train the adapter for 5 epochs with a learning
rate of 1e-5. Additionally, due to the varying number of fine-
grained anomaly descriptions across object categories, training
is conducted with a batch size of 1. Following previous
methods [12], [30], a Gaussian filter with σ = 4 is applied
during testing to obtain smoother anomaly score maps. We use
the GPT-4o model in our paper and the prompt that we use
is: “Based on your knowledge, what anomalies might occur
on [class name]?”

D. Zero-shot Results

To demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed FiLo++,
we compare it against several existing zero-shot anomaly
detection methods, including CLIP [16], CLIP-AC [16],
WinCLIP [13], APRIL-GAN [27], AnomalyCLIP [30] and
FiLo [15]. Following the methodology of AnomalyCLIP [30],
we conduct experiments with CLIP using straightforward text
prompts such as “A photo of a normal [class].” and “A photo
of an anomalous [class].” Additionally, for CLIP-AC, we
incorporate a variety of text prompt templates recommended
for the ImageNet dataset to enhance performance. The results
for WinCLIP [13], APRIL-GAN [27], and AnomalyCLIP [30]
are directly adopted from their respective publications.

Table I presents a performance comparison between FiLo++
and other zero-shot anomaly detection methods. The results
indicate that FiLo++ outperforms existing ZSAD approaches
in both anomaly detection and localization, thereby demon-
strating the effectiveness of the FusDes and DefLoc modules
we have designed.

E. Few-shot Results

In order to further validate the effectiveness of FiLo++
in few-shot anomaly detection, we compared its perfor-
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TABLE IV
THE RESULTS OF ABLATION EXPERIMENTS FOR EACH PROPOSED MODULES IN DEFLOC. THE BEST-PERFORMING RESULT IS IN BOLD.

Grounding Position Enhancement MDCI MVTec-AD VisA

Multi-shape Multi-scale Deformable Image-AUC Pixel-AUC Image-AUC Pixel-AUC

86.2 85.3 78.5 93.5
✓ 86.2 85.7 78.5 93.9
✓ ✓ 86.5 85.9 78.6 94.1
✓ ✓ ✓ 86.8 89.6 79.4 95.6
✓ ✓ ✓ 89.3 91.7 81.2 95.9
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 91.4 92.3 84.1 95.9
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 92.1 92.8 84.5 96.2

TABLE V
ABLATION RESULTS FOR FEW-SHOT BRANCH. PM STANDS FOR ORIGINAL

PATCH MATCHING, GDINO FOR GROUNDING DINO, AND VL FOR
VISION-LANGUAGE FEATURE MATCHING. Img-AUC AND Px-AUC

REPRESENT IMAGE-LEVEL AND PIXEL-LEVEL AUC, RESPECTIVELY. THE
BEST-PERFORMING METHOD IS IN BOLD.

Setup Method MVTec-AD VisA

Img-AUC Px-AUC Img-AUC Px-AUC

1-shot
PM 94.9 94.8 80.6 97.3

+ GDINO 95.0 96.2 81.7 97.3
+ VL 95.0 96.2 88.3 97.3

2-shot
PM 95.8 95.3 80.8 97.5

+ GDINO 95.8 96.5 82.0 97.5
+ VL 95.8 96.5 88.6 97.5

4-shot
PM 96.3 95.6 85.6 97.9

+ GDINO 96.3 96.6 87.3 97.9
+ VL 96.3 96.6 89.8 97.9

TABLE VI
COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT LEARNING METHODS FOR LEARNABLE

VECTORS AND WHETHER TO USE CLASS NAME. Img-AUC AND Px-AUC
REPRESENT IMAGE-LEVEL AND PIXEL-LEVEL AUC, RESPECTIVELY. THE

BEST-PERFORMING METHOD IS IN BOLD.

Learning
method

CLS
name

MVTec-AD VisA

Img-AUC Px-AUC Img-AUC Px-AUC

CoOp 90.1 88.8 82.0 95.5
CoOp ✓ 89.9 90.4 81.2 95.4

CoCoOp 91.5 90.8 82.7 95.7
CoCoOp ✓ 92.1 92.8 84.5 96.2

mance against several state-of-the-art few-shot anomaly detec-
tion methods, including SPADE [45], PatchCore [10], Win-
CLIP [13], and AnomalyGPT [43]. In this setting, unlike
the zero-shot scenario, a small number of normal samples
from the test classes are provided for reference during testing.
We conducted experiments under 1-shot, 2-shot, and 4-shot
configurations respectively.

Table II presents a performance comparison between our
FiLo++ and other few-shot anomaly detection methods. The
results reveal that FiLo++ achieves a marked performance
improvement over conventional patch-matching approaches
under few-shot settings, particularly in the 1-shot scenario.
This highlights the effectiveness of FiLo++’s vision-language
matching and position- enhanced patch matching approach in
few-shot anomaly detection.

TABLE VII
COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT LLMS USED TO GENERATE ANOMALY

DESCRIPTIONS. THE BEST-PERFORMING METHOD IS IN BOLD.

LLM VisA MVTec-AD

Image-AUC Pixel-AUC Image-AUC Pixel-AUC

GPT-4o 84.5 96.2 92.1 92.8
GPT-3.5 84.3 96.2 91.8 92.6
Llama 84.4 96.0 91.9 92.5
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Fig. 3. Comparison of FiLo++ on MVTec and VisA datasets with different
numbers of learnable vectors.

F. Ablation Study

In order to validate the effectiveness of each proposed
module, we conducted extensive ablation experiments on the
MVTec AD and VisA datasets. These experiments examined
various components in both FusDes and DefLoc, the usage of
vision-language features and location enhancement in few-shot
anomaly detection, the implementation strategies for learnable
text vectors, the application of V-V Attention, and the impact
of different convolutional kernels in the MDCI module.

In Table III, we begin with the baseline model CLIP-AC,
utilizing simple two-category texts “A photo of a normal
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Fig. 4. Comparison of FiLo++ on MVTec and VisA datasets with different
convolution kernels.



JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. XX, NO. XX, XXXX 9

Input

0-shot 

Output

1-shot

Output

GT

Fig. 5. 0-shot and 1-shot visualization results of FiLo++ on the MVTec-AD and VisA datasets. It can be observed that FiLo++ achieves anomaly segmentation
results that closely approximate the ground truth even when only language or a very limited number of normal samples are provided as references.

[class]” and “A photo of an anomalous [class]”. Building
upon this foundation, we progressively incorporate generic
state descriptions, fine-grained anomaly descriptions generated
by large language models, learnable prompt templates, and
runtime prompt filtering strategies. The experimental results
demonstrate that more detailed and customized textual de-
scriptions significantly enhance the performance of anomaly
detection methods based on vision-language feature matching.

In Table IV, we further conduct ablation experiments on the
modules within DefLoc. Both Grounding DINO and Position
Enhancement contribute to the improvement of pixel-level
AUC. Additionally, the MDCI module integrates multi-scale
and deformable functionalities, effectively detecting anomalies
of various sizes and shapes, thereby enhancing both detection
and localization performance.

Subsequently, in Table V, we assess the performance impact
of Grounding DINO and vision-language feature comparison
within FiLo++ on few-shot anomaly detection. The results
indicate that both components of FiLo++ provide performance
enhancements to the original patch-matching-based few-shot
anomaly detection methods.

In Table VI and Figure 3, we experiment with different
parameters of the learnable text vectors, including the number
of learnable vectors, the choice between CoOp [17] and
CoCoOp [46] for the learning method, and whether to include
the object class names in the prompts. The experiments reveal
that the optimal performance is achieved when the number of
learnable vectors is set to 12. Furthermore, the results show
that when using CoOp, omitting the class names from the
text leads to better performance, consistent with findings in
AnomalyCLIP. This is because CoOp inherently emphasizes
the generality and uniformity of text prompts. In contrast,
when using CoCoOp to learn text templates, including class
name information enhances performance. This improvement
is attributed to CoCoOp’s approach of integrating image fea-
tures into text prompts through a meta-network, which aligns
with FiLo++’s use of fine-grained anomaly descriptions and
position enhancement to obtain precise representations of each
image’s content, thereby better matching the image content.

In Table VII, we compare the model’s performance when

generating detailed anomaly descriptions using different large
language models. The experimental results demonstrate that
employing various LLMs to produce detailed anomaly descrip-
tions has only a minor impact on the outcomes.

In Figure 4, we also compare the impact of different sizes
and shapes of modules within MDCI on the final performance,
thereby validating the effectiveness of our multi-scale and
multi-shape approach.

G. Visualization Results

Fig 5 illustrates the 0-shot and 1-shot visualization results of
FiLo++ on the MVTec-AD and VisA datasets, demonstrating
FiLo++’s robust anomaly localization capability.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose FiLo++, a zero-shot and few-
shot anomaly detection framework that addresses the dual
challenges of precise detection and accurate localization. By
leveraging the FusDes module, which combines the knowl-
edge of large language models with both fixed and learnable
text prompts, FiLo++ effectively adapts to diverse anomaly
types. The DefLoc module further refines localization through
Grounding DINO, position-enhanced text descriptions, and
a multi-scale deformable cross-modal interaction module to
better handle anomalies of varying shapes and sizes. Addition-
ally, a position-enhanced patch matching strategy boosts few-
shot performance by focusing on suspicious regions during
inference. Extensive experimental results on MVTec-AD and
VisA datasets demonstrate that FiLo++ outperforms existing
approaches in both zero-shot and few-shot scenarios, high-
lighting the potential of integrating powerful language models
with advanced vision techniques for anomaly detection.
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