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Abstract

Open-vocabulary semantic segmentation enables models to identify novel object categories beyond their training data. While this
flexibility represents a significant advancement, current approaches still rely on manually specified class names as input, creating an
inherent bottleneck in real-world applications. This work proposes a Vocabulary-Free Semantic Segmentation pipeline, eliminating
the need for predefined class vocabularies. Specifically, we address the chicken-and-egg problem where users need knowledge
of all potential objects within a scene to identify them, yet the purpose of segmentation is often to discover these objects. The
proposed approach leverages Vision-Language Models to automatically recognize objects and generate appropriate class names,
aiming to solve the challenge of class specification and naming quality. Through extensive experiments on several public datasets,
we highlight the crucial role of the text encoder in model performance, particularly when the image text classes are paired with
generated descriptions. Despite the challenges introduced by the sensitivity of the segmentation text encoder to false negatives
within the class tagging process, which adds complexity to the task, we demonstrate that our fully automated pipeline significantly
enhances vocabulary-free segmentation accuracy across diverse real-world scenarios.

1. Introduction

Scene understanding is fundamental in computer vision, with
segmentation playing a crucial role by providing pixel-level se-
mantic distinctions between objects within an image. Tradition-
ally, segmentation models were trained on closed-set, dataset-
specific classes, limiting their flexibility to predefined object
categories. However, as the need for a more generalized under-
standing of visual scenes grows, segmentation has transitioned
towards open-world settings [1, 2]. In open-vocabulary seg-
mentation, models can segment any user-defined object outside
the set of classes seen during training by giving as input an im-
age and a free-form set of class names of interest [3, 4]. While
open-vocabulary segmentation enables a more adaptable under-
standing across a range of real-world scenarios, it presents sev-
eral practical challenges: (1) the feasibility of knowing all rel-
evant object classes a priori – which is also not scalable –, and
(2) the quality of the class names themselves. Regarding (1), for
open-vocabulary segmentation to work effectively, users must
often specify in advance the list of the classes that the model
should recognize.

This requirement can be impractical or even prohibitive in
real-world applications where objects might be unexpected or
difficult to enumerate. For instance, if a dataset of hotel rooms
unexpectedly contains a bathtub in the middle of a room, not
listing “bathtub” in the input classes could lead the model

Figure 1: Traditional open-set understanding separates training and test classes,
with an overlap allowing for unseen classes in testing. In Vision-Language
Models (VLMs), trained on broad, internet-scale data, open-set recognition per-
sists but is constrained by a finite query set. In a Vocabulary-Free setting, test
classes are unrestricted, allowing any concept known to the VLM, introducing
more realistic, complex variations beyond predefined vocabularies.

to misclassify it as something more generic or expected for
the scene, like “bed” or “table.” This difficulty of predefin-
ing classes is akin to a chicken-and-egg problem: users need
knowledge of all potential objects within a scene to identify
them, yet the purpose of segmentation is often to discover these
very objects. This limitation restricts open-vocabulary segmen-
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tation’s applicability in settings where out-of-context or out-
of-distribution objects appear. Moreover, for (2) the quality
of class names themselves often adds to these challenges. As
highlighted in recent works, existing annotations frequently use
imprecise or overly general terms, which may not align with hu-
man categorizations [5]. Large datasets typically involve mul-
tiple annotators, who may assign different names for the same
visual concept, leading to inconsistent or non-intuitive labels.
For example, a class like “vehicle” may sometimes be labeled
as “car” or “transport,” depending on annotators’ preferences.
This inconsistency can hinder segmentation models’ ability to
learn precise object distinctions, as they may interpret general
labels more broadly than intended, or miss specific instances
altogether.

To address these limitations, we propose a fully automated
pipeline that first performs image tagging to recognize objects,
and then generates descriptive context when needed, before
proceeding with segmentation. More in detail, we integrate the
original annotations of the training and validation datasets with
language model capabilities to create a more comprehensive
and adaptive system. Differently from prompt-based methods
- like SAM [6] - or other user-guided frameworks such as tra-
ditional open-vocabulary approaches [4, 7], our pipeline oper-
ates in a completely automated manner, leveraging both human-
verified labels (in training only) and the model’s broader seman-
tic understanding to handle unexpected objects and scenarios.
An overview of the task is shown in Figure 1. Our contribution
can be decomposed into different stages:

• First, we propose a two-stage pipeline for Vocabulary-
Free segmentation, composed of an image tagging module
and a class-specific decoder based on VLMs. Due to its
simplicity and performance superiority over existing ap-
proaches, it serves as a benchmark for the community to
accelerate future research on VSS.

• Next, under the assumption of a perfect image tagger, we
explore the effects of providing enriched textual inputs to
the text encoder in the segmentation model.

• Finally, we assess the impact of unreliable tagging on seg-
mentation performances, particularly the effect of unde-
tected objects - false negatives - and wrong ones - false
positives.

2. Related Work

Open-Set Understanding: The open-set task, first intro-
duced by Scheirer et al. [8], challenges the conventional closed-
set paradigm commonly assumed in image recognition. In
closed-set models, the testing phase only includes samples from
a predefined set of classes known to the model during training.
Conversely, open-set recognition addresses scenarios where
samples can belong to previously unknown classes that were
not present during training. This requires models to both recog-
nize and reject instances from unfamiliar classes, ensuring ro-
bustness against unknown inputs. The open-set framework has
seen extensive study across multiple areas in computer vision,

such as image classification [9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15], object
detection [16, 17, 18], and image segmentation [19, 1, 2].

Open-vocabulary Semantic Segmentation (OVSS): Re-
cent advances in vision-language models (VLMs) such as
CLIP [20] have demonstrated that robust, transferable vi-
sual representations can be effectively learned from large-scale
datasets using only weakly structured natural language descrip-
tions. Initially adopted in image-level tasks like classification,
VLMs leverage both visual and textual embeddings to recog-
nize a diverse set of classes. By aligning image features with
semantic concepts in a shared space, VLMs achieve a form
of zero-shot learning that allows them to identify new classes
at test time, offering a flexible framework for generalization
[21, 22, 4]. Although open-vocabulary learning presents an
appealing solution for handling arbitrary classes, scaling this
approach to accommodate an ever-growing set of classes poses
significant challenges. In theory, a VLM could achieve per-
fect generalization if its query set contained every conceivable
class label. However, as demonstrated by Miller et al. [23],
adding more classes to the query set does not lead to better
performance. In fact, increasing the number of class labels in-
troduces a greater likelihood of misclassifications, leading to
degraded model accuracy. This degradation occurs because, as
more classes are added, the semantic space becomes increas-
ingly crowded, causing overlaps that make accurate distinctions
between classes harder to achieve. To tackle scalability, one so-
lution is training class-free models [7], while distinguishability
can be improved by enhancing the textual descriptions of the
classes [24, 25]. However, all these approaches assume that the
inference label set is predefined and available at inference time.

Vocabulary-Free Semantic Segmentation (VSS): Recent
research in VSS has focused on developing end-to-end so-
lutions while reducing bias from ground truth data annota-
tions. The majority of current methods decompose the task
into a class-agnostic mask generation and a class association
(Mask2Tag). Zero-Seg [26] and TAG [27] leverage DINO [28]
to generate the masks, followed by CLIP-based [20] embed-
ding generation for class association. Zero-Seg processes these
embeddings following ZeroCap [29] to obtain textual classes,
while TAG matches them against an external database. Con-
versely, CaSED [30] identifies potential classes by querying an
external caption database using a pre-trained VLM. Similarly,
Auto-Seg [31] fine-tunes a captioning model to extract class
names at multiple scales, followed by a second stage where
an open-vocabulary model generates segmentation masks, with
predictions remapped to ground truth classes using LLMs.
While these approaches demonstrate promising results, they
do not fully explore how this pipeline decomposition impacts
model performance, nor do they investigate methods to en-
rich the textual information in the CLIP encoder. We address
these limitations by providing a comprehensive analysis of the
text encoder’s role and exploring techniques to enhance visual-
language understanding through richer textual representations.
Moreover, we rigorously test the sensitivity of CLIP to tagger
errors, evaluating how inaccuracies in image tagging propagate
and impact the final segmentation performance.
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Figure 2: Mask2Tag systems rely on class-agnostic masking models, where masks are associated with names. Oppositely, in our Tag2Mask pipeline, the image
tagger supervises the text encoder, while the similarity between the text and vision embeddings produces the segmentation prediction. The segmentation module
benefits from pretraining on a highly curated, close-set dataset.

3. Best practice for VSS

In this section, we describe our experimental framework for
analyzing the role of each component in Vocabulary-Free Se-
mantic Segmentation. Unlike previous methods that rely on
zero-training segmentation modules with limited class trans-
fer capabilities [30] or implement simplistic mask2tag pipelines
[26, 27], our approach leverages the complementary strengths
of two state-of-the-art models: a text-based image tagger for
semantic supervision and an open-set segmentation model, as
shown in Figure 2. Specifically, we introduce a system that
utilizes a text tagger to provide class-level semantic informa-
tion, employs a segmentation model with global conceptual
knowledge from CLIP, and fine-tunes the model on a training
dataset to learn precise segmentation skills. We first formal-
ize the Vocabulary-Free Semantic Segmentation (VSS) prob-
lem (Section 3.1), then detail how we integrate these models in
our training setup (Section 3.2). Finally, we describe the evalu-
ation protocol for assessing segmentation quality (Section 3.3).
The approach emphasizes the novelty of the system’s strategy
rather than claiming to propose entirely new components, high-
lighting the integration of existing state-of-the-art models and
explaining the specific improvements over previous methods
through its innovative class-aware strategy. By combining these
approaches, we provide a comprehensive framework that ad-
vances segmentation capabilities in open-set scenarios.

3.1. Problem Formulation
In the standard open-vocabulary segmentation (OVSS) set-

ting, given an image I, the set of class names (labels) C =
{c1, c2, . . . , cN} is known a priori. In contrast, our approach
assumes that the class name set C is pre-defined during train-
ing time, yet at inference time, we associate the image with an
open-ended set of words predicted by a vision-language model,
rather than the fixed set C.

Specifically, the goal of Vocabulary-Free Semantic Segmen-
tation (VSS) is to segment an image x into regions correspond-
ing to semantic concepts without any prior knowledge of the
semantic categories C. Instead of using a fixed vocabulary
of classes, we operate directly within a vast semantic space
S , which includes all possible semantic concepts. In the VSS
setup, the function f maps the image space X to a semantic map
in S (H×W), and each pixel is assigned a label from the large se-
mantic space S . The function is defined as f : X → S (H×W). At

test time, the function f relies solely on the input image x and
a broad repository of semantic concepts approximating S . This
enables zero-shot segmentation, where the model can segment
an image into novel categories not part of the training data.

To implement this, our pipeline first performs image tagging
to recognize objects present in the image. This step generates a
set of descriptive tags that may include both known concepts
and unexpected objects. Next, we leverage the broader se-
mantic understanding of the vision-language model to provide
additional contextual information about these detected objects,
going beyond the limited set of predefined class names. Fi-
nally, we use this textual representation to guide the segmen-
tation process, allowing our model to handle a dynamic and
open-ended set of visual concepts without requiring retraining
for new categories. The pipeline of the approach is shown in
Figure 2.

This task is inherently challenging due to the vast size of the
semantic space S , which is much larger than typical predefined
label sets. For example, while the largest segmentation bench-
mark for open vocabulary has roughly 900 classes, resources
like the vast web or a large-scale knowledge base contain mil-
lions of potential semantic concepts, covering a much broader
range of categories. The model must differentiate between con-
cepts across diverse domains, and handle long-tailed distribu-
tions and ambiguous regions in images. The VSS approach also
needs to address fine-grained recognition and segmentation of
objects, which is difficult without predefined class labels.

3.2. Two-stage Pipeline

While theoretically, a training dataset may introduce biases
due to its limited label lexicon, training-free or class-free open-
vocabulary methods often yield inferior segmentation results
compared to trained approaches [7]. Additionally, vocabulary-
free methods present a more challenging scenario, as classes
are not predefined and may be overlooked if the tagger fails
to recognize them. Nevertheless, we opted for a trained seg-
mentation backbone, by adopting the open-vocabulary training
scheme. During inference, tagging is guided by a pre-trained
VLM to predict potential classes within the images. The seg-
mentation baseline follows.

Segmentation framework: Initially, dense image embed-
dings DV ∈ R(H×W)×d are generated using the CLIP image en-
coder ΦV , where H and W represent the height and width of the
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image, respectively, and d is the embedding dimension. Con-
currently, each class name in C is used in a template T - "A
photo of a {class name}" - to produce the text embeddings
DL ∈ RN×d that are generated using a CLIP text encoder ΦL,
where N is the number of classes. A cost volume C ∈ R(H×W)×N

is computed by calculating the cosine similarity between each
spatial location in the image embeddings and each class embed-
ding. The cost volume is defined as:

Ci,n =
DV (i) · DL(n)
|DV (i)| |DL(n)|

(1)

where i indexes the spatial locations and n indexes the classes.
The algorithm [4] then performs K iterations of feature aggre-
gation to refine the initial cost embedding F. Each iteration
consists of two steps:

1. Spatial aggregation:

F′(:, n) = T sa([F(:, n); PV (DV )]) (2)

A spatial aggregation transformer T sa is applied to each class
channel, incorporating guidance from the projected image em-
beddings PV (DV ).

2. Class aggregation:

F′′(i, :) = T ca([F′(i, :); PL(DL)]) (3)

A class aggregation transformer T ca is applied to each spatial
location, incorporating guidance from the projected text em-
beddings PL(DL). After each iteration, the refined features F′′

are used as input for the next iteration. At the end of the K
iterations of feature aggregation, an upsampling decoder is ap-
plied to the final refined features F. This decoder produces the
segmentation prediction for all N classes.

3.3. Evaluation Assignment
The predictions of the image tagger are not necessarily

aligned with the dataset labels as the latter does not allow for
synonyms or coarse-to-fine assignments (e.g., if "tower" is not a
label, it should be interpreted as "building"). While not strictly
necessary for functionality, a remapping process is required to
enable a fairer evaluation consistent with those used in prior
studies [27, 26]. This results in two types of mean Intersec-
tion over Union (mIoU) metrics: a hard assignment, calcu-
lated when the predictions from the image tagger are exactly
the same as the ground truth class names, and a soft mIoU, cal-
culated using the remapping process. For the soft mIoU, the
goal is to map each predicted class name pi to the most appro-
priate ground truth class name c j. If a predicted class name pi

is already present in the set of ground truth class names C, it
is directly assigned to the corresponding c j. For the remaining
predicted class names, we compute sentence embeddings using
a pre-trained model, e.g., Sentence-BERT [32]. Then, for each
pi ∈ P and c j ∈ C, we calculate the cosine similarity between
their embeddings. The ground truth class name c∗ that maxi-
mizes this similarity is assigned to the predicted class name pi:

c∗ = arg max
c j∈C

sim(ΦL(pi),ΦL(c j)) (4)

Table 1: Results over the benchmark datasets. The mIoU is reported.

Method Inference
Vocab. A-847 PC-459 A-150 PC-59 VOC-20

SAN [3] ✓ 12.4 15.7 27.5 53.8 94.0
AttrSeg [24] ✓ – – – 56.3 91.6
SCAN [21] ✓ 14.0 16.7 30.8 58.4 97.0
EBSeg [33] ✓ 13.7 21.0 30.0 56.7 94.6
SED [22] ✓ 11.4 18.6 31.6 57.3 94.4

CAT-Seg [4] ✓ 16.0 23.8 31.8 57.5 94.6

CaSED + SAM [30] ✗ – – 6.1 7.5 13.7
CaSED + SAN [30] ✗ – – 7.2 15.5 26.9
DenseCaSED [30] ✗ – – 8.6 13.4 20.5

Chick.-and-egg (CaSED) ✗ 3.2 4.4 9.7 23.1 47.6
Chick.-and-egg (RAM) ✗ 3.7 7.1 15.6 23.0 47.5

where sim() is the cosine similarity between the embeddings.
This remapping approach allows the model’s predictions to be
better aligned with the ground-truth labels, even when the pre-
dicted and ground-truth texts do not exactly match. Note that, if
the highest cosine similarity score is below a threshold TSBERT,
the match is discarded.

4. Experiments

We conduct a comprehensive experimental analysis to in-
vestigate how different components affect VSS performance.
First, we evaluate the proposed two-stage approach on standard
benchmarks to establish the baseline (Section 4.1). We then
present an in-depth analysis of the text encoder’s behaviour and
its impact on segmentation quality (Section 4.2). To better un-
derstand the relationship between the two-stages, we examine
the image tagging accuracy and its influence on the segmenta-
tion task (Section 4.3). Finally, we study how different assign-
ment thresholds in the evaluation protocol affect the reported
performance (Section 4.4).

Implementation Details: The model is trained on the
COCO-Stuff dataset [34], which contains 118k annotated im-
ages across 171 categories, following [4]. All results are based
on CLIP [20] with a ViT-B/16 backbone. The image encoder
and cost aggregation module are trained with per-pixel bi-
nary cross-entropy loss. The training parameters follow [4].
The batch size is 4, and models are trained for 80k iterations.
We performed image tagging and instance description using a
frozen VLM model not trained on the testing dataset. More in
detail, we examined the robustness of two models RAM [35]
and Llava-1.6 [36].

Test Datasets: The evaluation covers several datasets to en-
sure comprehensive testing. We used ADE20K [37] with both
150 and 847 class configurations, Pascal Context [38] with 59
and 459 class setups, and Pascal VOC [39] with its 20 classes.

4.1. Benchmark Evaluation

We first conducted a comprehensive benchmark evaluation
comparing existing approaches to establish a strong founda-
tion for VSS and identify the most promising direction. This
analysis served two key purposes: (1) to understand the current
state-of-the-art performance in VSS and (2) to determine which
baseline architecture would be the most suitable.
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Image ZeroSeg Chicken-and-egg (CaSED) Chicken-and-egg (RAM) GT

Figure 3: Comparison of segmentation results across ZeroSeg [26] and Chicken-and-Egg (CaSED [30] and RAM [35]), and ground-truth labels.

Table 2: Results over the benchmark datasets by using soft assignment. † Results come from their original work. * mapped with Llama-2 [31] rather than Sentence-
BERT [32]. The soft assignment has threshold zero (i.e., all the words are assigned to a class in the evaluation vocabulary).

Method Vision
Backbone Stages Components A-847 PC-459 A-150 PC-59 VOC-20

Tagging Segmentation

Zero-Seg† [26] ViT-B/16 Mask2Tag CLIP+GPT-2 DINO – – – 11.2 8.1
Auto-Seg† [31] ViT-L/16 Tag2Mask BLIP-2 X-Decoder 5.9* – – 11.7* 87.1*
TAG† [27] ViT-L/14 Mask2Tag CLIP+DB DINO – – 6.6 20.2 56.9
Chicken-and-egg (CaSED) ViT-B/16 Tag2Mask CLIP+DB CAT-Seg 4.3 3.1 7.8 27.9 82.3
Chicken-and-egg (RAM) ViT-B/16 Tag2Mask CLIP+Swin CAT-Seg 6.7 8.0 18.8 27.8 81.8

Quantitatives: Table 1 compares the mIoU across the Open-
Vocabulary benchmarks. The proposed pipeline outperforms
the previous VSS methods by a constant margin in all the
datasets. To better accommodate VSS methods, they adopt
a class remapping strategy that reduces penalization in cases
where an exact class match is not found. This approach is re-
flected in Table 2, where the soft evaluation assignment takes
place as described in Section 3.3.

Qualitatives: As shown in Figure 3, the current approach
fills the gap between the predictions and original dataset labels
without a predefined vocabulary, offering finer-grained details
across diverse scenarios (indoor and outdoor). The maps ob-
tained suggest that current evaluation metrics might be overly
pessimistic about the qualitative performance of the results.
This issue arises from dataset limitations, where many instances
struggle to find appropriate matches (e.g., in the third image,
"husky" instead of "dog"). Mask2Tag methods like ZeroSeg
[26] tend to over-segment the instances, getting improper text
matches. On the other hand, Chicken-and-egg with CaSED
tends to limit the number of predicted tags, while coupled with
RAM it reaches the best compromise.

4.2. Segmentatation Analysis
Perfect Tagger: Our empirical results on the OVSS task

- presented in Table 3 - revealed that providing only image-
specific text labels, rather than the entire vocabulary, during
training led to improved segmentation performance when ap-
plying the same adjustment at inference. Although having ac-
cess to inference labels is unrealistic, this setup represents the
best achievable performance if tagger predictions were 100%
accurate. More in detail, in Table 3, the set of class names is
defined for each batch as Cb ⊂ C during training, where Cb rep-
resents the batch-specific subset of the entire class vocabulary
C, dynamically selected based on the batch’s unique context or
requirements. This subset approach allows the model to focus
on relevant classes without being overwhelmed by the entire vo-
cabulary. However, we observed no gain when the text labels in
inference are predicted from an image tagger. Nevertheless, this
represents the upper bound currently obtainable with the state-
of-the-art open-vocabulary method [4]. Moreover, we show in
Table 4 that when performing inference on perfect predictions
(100% accuracy from the tagger) we can boost performance by
providing additional textual information.

Aiding Text Encoder with Descriptions: Previous works
[24] used adjectives with the assumption to find the common
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Table 3: Comparison using CAT-Seg [4], using ground truth classes as
text embeddings at different stages, where T represents training and I rep-
resents inference. The mIoU is reported on ADE-20K (A)[37], Pascal Context
(PC)[38], and Pascal VOC (VOC) [39].

Method Only GT
Text Labels COCO A-847 PC-459 A-150 PC-59 VOC-20

T I

Base 47.11 11.95 18.95 31.78 57.20 95.30
L.Bound ✓ 43.73 10.89 16.63 30.29 55.99 94.20

U.Bound (I) ✓ 56.15 12.38 18.38 45.53 69.77 95.87
U.Bound ✓ ✓ 64.03 13.98 24.04 51.21 72.79 94.38

Table 4: All methods are based on [4], changing textual descriptors, while per-
forming inference on GT classes. (a)-(c) are trained using the predicted VLM
information on COCO dataset.

Method VLM input COCO A-847 PC-459 A-150 PC-59

Image Text

Baseline [4] 56.15 12.38 18.38 45.53 69.77
(a) Caption ✓ 58.17 12.71 17.07 47.09 71.04

(b) Class Adjectives ✓ 62.33 14.96 19.13 48.77 60.47
(c) Instance Adjectives ✓ ✓ 65.13 15.40 23.20 54.43 72.04

class features that better describe each class. For example, a
"dalmata" could be described as "a white dog with black spots".
However, in typical recognition tasks, the categories are much
broader, such as simply "dog", and a "dog" could be described
very differently in terms of color and size. Hence, AttrSeg [24]
have focused on training strategies to find the optimal set of
descriptions that could enhance class distinguishability while
still being able to represent each class. While this approach has
merit, it can result in the loss of fine-grained details. For in-
stance, a "table" or "hat" could be of any size or color, and even
a "wall" that is typically "white" could be "bricked" or some
other texture. Zhao et al. [40] experimented on CLIP’s ability
to identify different types of object attributes, including shape,
material, color, size, and position. For shape and material at-
tributes, CLIP showed a certain but limited knowledge, with the
heat maps highlighting partial correct attention on obvious ob-
jects, but also exhibiting false positive and false negative errors.
For color attributes, the results further verified that CLIP has a
good ability to distinguish different colors. For comparative at-
tributes like size and position, CLIP produced some erroneous
results, demonstrating that it relies more on the primary object
(e.g., "cube", "red") rather than the comparative attribute (e.g.,
"small", "left"). Overall, their analysis suggests that CLIP has
advantages with common perceptual attributes. Therefore, we
adopted a pre-trained VLM to find the corresponding descrip-
tions given each image and its specific set of class names - the
text labels of each image-, and we tried to enforce general lan-
guage descriptions. The prompts used are shown in Table 5.
For generating captions, we employed the BLIP-2 model [41]
without any query input, whereas for the multimodal model,
we utilized Llava-1.6 [36]. These models were selected be-
cause they both incorporate CLIP as their text encoder. The
text embedding of the captions is employed as a query within
an additional cross-attention module, linking it to the embed-
dings of the classes. In the case of the adjectives, they are sam-
pled and used within the template "A photo of a {adjective}

{class name}". We report the results in table Table 4, where
adding image-specific content results beneficial, specially for
large numbers of classes. It is important to notice that, when
using predicted labels from the image tagger or applying the
complete set of image labels during inference, we did not ob-
serve the same benefit. In the VSS scenario, ambiguities with
other classes are largely resolved during the CLIP segmentation
stage by directly predicting the image’s content using the image
tagger. However, misclassifications may still occur at this stage,
a behaviour explored in the next paragraph.

4.3. Image Tagging Analysis

In Table 6, we investigated various image tagging methods to
understand how different types of errors affect the sensitivity of
the segmentation module, particularly the text encoder since we
use the tags as input to CLIP. We evaluated the impact of three
architectures: a training-free method, CaSED [30], a multi-step
trained method, RAM [35], and a general-purpose multimodal
model, Llava [36]. CaSED uses a pre-trained vision-language
model and an external database to extract candidate categories
and assign the image to the best match. On the other hand,
RAM generates large-scale image tags through automatic se-
mantic parsing, followed by training a model to annotate im-
ages using both captioning and tagging tasks. A data engine
then refines these annotations, and the model is retrained on this
enhanced data, with final fine-tuning on a higher-quality subset.
Table 6 shows that using SBERT for evaluation avoids discard-
ing words merely due to the absence of an exact match with the
chosen word by the annotators. RAM achieves the best overall
results across the evaluated datasets. In the table, the perfor-
mance of Llava [36] demonstrates the versatility of powerful
vision-language architectures. Note that the current baseline,
RAM, does not reach a perfect accuracy even when the whole
list of desired classes (i.e., non-vocabulary free), hence this rep-
resents the current limitation of such an approach. Furthermore,
compared to CaSED, RAM demonstrates higher class recogni-
tion accuracy, but with more false positives on average. To in-
vestigate this further, we examined in Figure 4 how the model is
influenced by simulating a drop rate and false positives on top
of the ground truth text classes in each image. In the table, the
false positives are randomly selected from the vocabulary set.
The influence of false negatives deeply influences the perfor-
mance, while introducing false positives only leads to marginal
degradation. These results confirm why RAM outperforms cur-
rent alternatives: it has the fewest misclassifications, despite
having a higher rate of false positives.

4.4. Evaluation Assignment Thresholds

In Figure 5 we show the effect of providing different values
for TSBERT. Unlike Zero-Seg [26], we did not observe a con-
sistent trend in the optimal threshold across datasets. Respec-
tively, 0.6 − 0.7 for A-847, PC-459 and A-150, 0.5 for PC-59
and 0.1 for VOC-20. Our findings suggest that as the number of
classes increases, we need to be more confident in the assign-
ment, hence a higher threshold leads to a better score.

6



Table 5: Prompts for different algorithms for table 4 results.

Description
Level Prompts

Class

1. "Please group the classes in this list <dataset-class-list> into groups of classes that are similar to each other
meaning they could be confused in an image. Every class should be in one group and only in one group.

Make sure there are no classes from the original list missing in your grouping.
This is an example of how the output should look: dog, cat, kitten, bird – couch, desk, sofa, lamp – knife, fork, plate"

2. " The classes in the group are: <group>. Please generate a short list of adjectives for each class
that describe how the object looks in an image. The adjectives should be distinctive within each group meaning that
the same attribute should not appear for two classes in the same group. Generate at least one adjective for each class.

This is an example how the output should look. giraffe: [tall, brown, spotted, yellow], tree: [tall, green], armchair: [comfortable]

Instance
"The objects in the image are: <dataset-class-list>. Please generate a short list of adjectives

for each object that describes how the object looks in the image.
This is an example of how the output should look. {giraffe: [tall, brown, spotted, interacting], tree: [tall, green, leafy]}"

Figure 4: Simulating missing classes or adding wrong ones over the OVSS
baseline by assuming the labels are known at inference time.

Figure 5: Ablation over different thresholds for the evaluation mapping.

Table 6: Class recognition accuracy of different VLMs with TSBERT=0.0.
* using vocabulary. # FN = average number of missed classes, # FP = average
number of classes predicted but not in the ground truth.

Predicted
Classes

Mapping
Model

A-150 PC-59 VOC-20

Acc #FP #FN Acc #FP #FN Acc #FP #FN

CaSED - 10 10.7 7.8 22 9.3 4.0 50 9.5 0.9
CaSED SBERT 23 7.4 6.8 42 5.4 3.1 84 4.2 0.3

Llava-1.6 - 26 4.9 6.3 29 3.7 3.5 53 3.5 0.8
Llava-1.6 SBERT 39 2.6 5.2 47 1.8 2.7 91 1.9 0.2

RAM - 34 10.4 5.9 41 11.8 3.1 68 12.2 0.5
RAM SBERT 46 5.7 4.8 61 5.4 2.2 96 4.8 0.1

RAM* - 79 16.7 1.95 80 6.2 1.1 97 1.5 0.1

5. Conclusions

The paper proposes a Vocabulary-Free Semantic Segmen-
tation (VSS) pipeline that addresses the limitations of current
open-vocabulary segmentation approaches. Existing methods
require users to specify object classes in advance, which is im-
practical for real-world scenarios with unexpected objects. VSS
approaches leverage Vision-Language Models to automatically
recognize objects and generate appropriate class names, elim-
inating the need for predefined vocabularies. Our experiments
show the proposed pipeline significantly improves segmenta-
tion accuracy over the previous methods, particularly for out-
of-context objects. Moreover, we demonstrated that the perfor-
mance of the model is heavily influenced by the text encoder,
which plays a crucial role in its ability to generalize. Its effec-
tiveness is closely linked to the alignment between the actual
image content and the generated class descriptions, with inte-
grated class information showing promise for enhancing recog-
nition. However, our results also reveal that the sensitivity of
the text encoder to overlooked objects represents a challenge
for achieving a flawless segmentation system.
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