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Abstract

We present GLEE in this work, an object-level founda-
tion model for locating and identifying objects in images
and videos. Through a unified framework, GLEE accom-
plishes detection, segmentation, tracking, grounding, and
identification of arbitrary objects in the open world sce-
nario for various object perception tasks. Adopting a cohe-
sive learning strategy, GLEE acquires knowledge from di-
verse data sources with varying supervision levels to formu-
late general object representations, excelling in zero-shot
transfer to new data and tasks. Specifically, we employ an
image encoder; text encoder, and visual prompter to han-
dle multi-modal inputs, enabling to simultaneously solve
various object-centric downstream tasks while maintain-
ing state-of-the-art performance. Demonstrated through
extensive training on over five million images from di-
verse benchmarks, GLEE exhibits remarkable versatility
and improved generalization performance, efficiently tack-
ling downstream tasks without the need for task-specific
adaptation. By integrating large volumes of automatically
labeled data, we further enhance its zero-shot generaliza-
tion capabilities. Additionally, GLEE is capable of be-
ing integrated into Large Language Models, serving as a
foundational model to provide universal object-level infor-
mation for multi-modal tasks. We hope that the versatil-
ity and universality of our method will mark a significant
step in the development of efficient visual foundation mod-
els for AGI systems. The model and code will be released at
https://glee-vision.github.io/.

1. Introduction

Foundation model [7] is an emerging paradigm for build-
ing artificial general intelligence (AGI) systems, signify-
ing a model trained on broad data that is capable of be-
ing adapted to a wide range of downstream tasks in an
general paradigm. Recently, NLP foundation models such
as BERT [22], GPT-3 [9], T5 [78] developed with unified
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Figure 1. The performance of GLEE on a broad range of object-
level tasks compared with existing models.

input-output paradigms and large-scale pre-training, have
achieved remarkable generalization capabilities to address
nearly all NLP tasks.

In computer vision, the diversity of task types and the
lack of a unified from makes visual foundation models only
serve specific subdomains, such as CLIP [77] for multi-
modal visual model, MAE [35] for visual representations
model, SAM [43] for segmentation model. Despite being
widely studied, current visual foundation models are still
focusing on establishing correlations between global image
features and language descriptions or learning image-level
feature representations. However, locating and identifying
objects constitute foundational capabilities in computer vi-
sion systems, serves as a basis for solving complex or high
level vision tasks such as segmentation, scene understand-
ing, object tracking, event detection, and activity recogni-
tion and support a wide range of applications.

In this work, we advance the development of object-level
foundation models within the visual domain. To address the
aforementioned limitation, providing general and accurate
object-level information, we introduce a general object vi-
sual foundation model, coined as GLEE, which simultane-
ously solve a wide range of object-centric tasks while ensur-
ing SOTA performance, including object detection, instance
segmentation, grounding, object tracking, interactive seg-
mentation and tracking, etc., as shown in Figure 1. Through
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a unified input and output paradigm definition, our model is
capable of learning from a wide range of diverse data and
predicting general object representations, which masks it to
generalize well to new data and tasks in a zero-shot manner
and achieve amazing performance. In addition, thanks to
the unified paradigm, the training data can be scaled up at
low cost by introducing a large amount of automatically la-
beled data, and further improve the zero-shot generalization
ability of the model.

A general object foundation model framework. Our
objective is to build an object visual foundation model ca-
pable of simultaneously addressing a wide range of object-
centric tasks. Specifically, we employ an image encoder, a
text encoder, and a visual prompter to encode multi-modal
inputs. They are integrated into a detector to extract ob-
jects from images according to textual and visual input.
This unified approach to handle multiple modalities en-
ables us to concurrently solve various object-centric tasks,
including detection [11, 58, 90, 132], instance segmenta-
tion [16, 34], referring expression comprehension [38, 62,
104, 131], interactive segmentation [I, 13, 135], multi-
object tracking [21, 68, 111, 126, 129], video object seg-
mentation [17, 18, 73, 110], video instance segmenta-
tion [37, 98, 101, 103, 113], and video referring segmen-
tation [86, 102, 104], all while maintaining state-of-the-art
performance.

A multi-granularity joint supervision and scaleable
training paradigm. The design of the unified framework
capable of addressing multiple tasks enables joint train-
ing on over five million images from diverse benchmarks
and varying levels of supervision. Existing datasets dif-
fer in annotation granularity: detection datasets like Ob-
jects365 [88] and Openlmages [46] offer bounding boxes
and category names; COCO [58] and LVIS [32] provide
finer-grained mask annotations; RefCOCO [72, 120] and
Visual Genome [44] provide detailed object descriptions.
Additionally, video data enhance the temporal consistency
of model, while open-world data contribute class-agnostic
object annotations. An intuitive display of the supervision
types and data scales of the datasets employed is presented
in Figure 2. The unified support for multi-source data in
our approach greatly facilitates the incorporation of addi-
tional manually or automatically annotated data, enabling
easy scaling up of the dataset. Furthermore, the alignment
of model optimization across tasks means that joint training
serves not only as a unifying strategy but also as a mecha-
nism to boost performance across individual tasks.

Strong zero-shot transferability to a wide range of
object level image and video tasks. After joint training
on data from diverse sources, GLEE demonstrates remark-
able versatility and zero-shot generalization abilities. Ex-
tensive experiments demonstrate that GLEE achieves state-
of-the-art performance compared to existing specialist and

generalist models in object-level image tasks such as detec-
tion, referring expression comprehension, and open-world
detection, all without requiring any task-specific designs
or fine-tuning. Furthermore, we showcase the extraordi-
nary generalization and zero-shot capabilities of GLEE in
large-vocabulary open-world video tracking tasks, achiev-
ing significantly superior performance over existing models
even in a zero-shot transfer manner. Additionally, by incor-
porating automatically annotated data like SA1B [43] and
GRIT [75], we are able to scale up our training dataset to an
impressive size of 10 million images at a low cost, which is
typically challenging to achieve for object-level tasks and
further enhances the generalization performance. More-
over, we replace the SAM [43] component with GLEE in
a multimodal Large Language Model (mLLM) [47] and ob-
serve that it achieves comparable results. This demonstrates
that GLEE is capable of supplying the visual object-level in-
formation that modern LLMs currently lack, thus laying a
solid foundation for an object-centric mLLMs.

2. Related Work
2.1. Visual Foundation Model

As foundation models [9, 19, 22, 78, 91] in the NLP field
have achieved remarkable success, the construction of vi-
sual foundation models attracts increasing attention. Unlike
NLP tasks that are predominantly unified under a text-to-
text paradigm, tasks in Computer Vision still exhibit sig-
nificant differences in form and definition. This disparity
leads to visual foundation models typically being trained
in a single-task learning frameworks, limiting their appli-
cability to tasks within certain sub-domains. For instance,
multi-modal visual foundation models like CLIP [77],
ALIGN [41], Florence [121], BEIT3 [97], Flamingo[2]
make significant advancements in efficient transfer learn-
ing and demonstrate impressive zero-shot capabilities on
vision-language tasks by employing contrastive learning
and masked data modeling on large-scale image-text pairs.
DALL-E [79, 80] and Stable Diffusion [83] are trained on
massive pairs of images and captions, enabling them to gen-
erate detailed image content conditioned on textual instruc-
tion. DINO [12], MAE [35], EVA [27], ImageGPT [14]
obtain strong visual representations through self-supervised
training on large-scale image data, which are then employed
to transfer to downstream tasks. These foundation models
learn image-level features, which are not directly applica-
ble to object-level tasks. The recently proposed SAM [43],
capable of segmenting any object of a given image based
on visual prompt such as points and boxes, provides rich
object-level information and demonstrates strong general-
ization capabilities. However, the object information lacks
semantic context, limiting its application in object-level
tasks. Unlike existing visual foundation models, we aim
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Figure 2. An illustrative example showcasing annotations of varying granularities from different datasets, along with the scale of data we
utilized. Training on datasets from multiple sources endows the model with more universal representations.

to develop an object foundation model that directly solve
downstream tasks without the need for additional parame-
ters or fine-tuning.

2.2. Unified and General Model

Unified models share similarities with foundation models
in the aspect of multi-task unification for their ability to
handle multiple vision or multi-modal tasks within a single
model. MuST [30] and Intern [87] propose to train across
multiple vision tasks and solving them simultaneously. In-
spired by the success of sequence-to-sequence NLP mod-
els [9, 78], models such as Uni-Perceiver [133], OFA [94],
Unified-10 [66], Pix2Seq v2 [15], and UniTAB [114] pro-
pose modeling various tasks as sequence generation tasks
within a unified paradigm. While these approaches have
demonstrated promising cross-task generalization capabili-
ties, they focus mainly on image-level understanding tasks.
In addition, their auto-regressive generation of boxes and
masks results in significantly slower inference speeds and
the performance still falls short of state-of-the-art task-
specific models. Building upon on detectors [50, 132], Uni-
Perceiver v2 [51] and UNINEXT [112] utilize unified max-
imum likelihood estimation and object retrieval to support
various tasks, effectively resolves the challenges of local-

ization. Nonetheless, they are trained on closed-set data,
thereby not exhibiting zero-shot generalization capabilities.
X-decoder [134] and SEEM [135] construct a generalized
decoding model capable of predicting pixel-level segmen-
tation and language tokens. Diverging from unified models,
the proposed GLEE not only directly addresses object-level
tasks in a unified manner but also provides universal ob-
ject representations, which generalize well to new data and
tasks, serving as a cornerstone for a broader range of tasks
that require detailed object information.

2.3. Vision-Language Understanding

Open-vocabulary detection (OVD) and Grounding models
both necessitate the localization and recognition of as many
objects as possible. With the recent advancements in vision-
language pre-training [41, 77, 119, 121], a commonly em-
ployed strategy for OVD involves transferring the knowl-
edge from pre-trained vision-language models (VLMs) to
object detectors [31, 45, 71]. Another group of studies
leverages extensive image-text pair datasets to broaden the
detection vocabulary [28, 52, 57, 116, 122, 128]. However,
these language-based detectors are inherently constrained
by the capabilities and biases of language models, making
it challenging to excel simultaneously in both localization
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and recognition. Our objective is to optimally utilize exist-
ing datasets to construct a general object-level foundation
model, aims to not only detect and identify objects effec-
tively but also to offer universal object representations for a
wide range of downstream tasks

3. Method
3.1. Formulation

The proposed GLEE consists of an image encoder, a text
encoder, a visual prompter, and an object decoder, as il-
lustrated in Figure 3. The text encoder processes arbitrary
descriptions related to the task, including object categories,
names in any form, captions about objects, and referring ex-
pressions. The visual prompter encodes user inputs such as
points, bounding boxes, or scribbles during interactive seg-
mentation into corresponding visual representations of tar-
get objects. Then they are integrated into a detector for ex-
tracting objects from images according to textual and visual
input. We build the object decoder upon MaskDINO [50]
with a dynamic class head by compute similarity between
object embedding from detector and text embedding from
the text encoder. Given an input image I € R3*T*W we
first extract multi-scale features Z with backbones such as
ResNet [33]. Then we feed them into the object decoder
and adopt three prediction heads (classification, detection,
and segmentation) on the output embedding ¢ € RYV*¢
from decoder. Following other object segmentation mod-

els [16, 50, 55], we construct a 1/4 resolution pixel embed-
ding map M, € RE™ %% which is obtained by upsam-
pling and fusing multi-scale feature maps from the back-
bone and Transformer encoder. Finally, we obtain each bi-
nary mask prediction m € RY* % X1 via a dot product be-
tween the N mask embeddings and pixel embedding map:

m = FFN(qq) @ My, ey

where FFN is a 3-layer feed forward head with ReLU acti-
vation function and a linear projection layer.

To support arbitrary vocabularies and object descrip-
tions, we replace the FFN classifier with text embeddings
following DetCLIP [115]. Specifically, we feed K category
names as separate sentences into the text encoder Ency, and
use the average of each sentence tokens as the output text
embedding e; € RE*P for each category or description.
Then we compute the alignment scores Sqign € RY XK
between object embedding and text embedding:

Salign =44 - WiQt ® e, (2)

where Wi, € RE*P is image-to-text projection weights.
We use logits Sqyi4n to replace traditional classification log-
its to compute Hungarian matching cost during training and
assign categories to objects during inference. To make
the original visual features prompt-aware, an early fusion
module is adopted before Transformer encoder following



UNINEXT [112], which tasks image feature from backbone
and prompt embedding as input and perform bi-directional
cross-attention between them.

3.2. Task Unification

Based on the above designs, GLEE can be used to seam-
lessly unify a wide range of object perception tasks in im-
ages and videos, including object detection, instance seg-
mentation, grounding, multi-target tracking (MOT), video
instance segmentation (VIS), video object segmentation
(VOS), interactive segmentation and tracking, and sup-
ports open-world/large-vocabulary image and video detec-
tion and segmentation tasks.

Detection and Instance Segmentation. For detection
task, a fixed-length category list is given and all objects in
the category list are required to be detected. For a dataset
with category list length K, the text input can be formulated
as {py }}<_, where py, represents for the k-th category name,
e.g., P =[“person”, “bicycle”, “car”, ... , “toothbrush”] for
COCO [58]. For datasets with large vocabulary, calculating
the text embedding of all categories is very time-consuming
and redundant. Therefore, for datasets with a category num-
ber greater than 100, such as objects365 [88] and LVIS [32],
suppose there are K positive categories in an image, we take
the K positive categories and then pad the category number
to 100 by randomly sampling from the negative categories.
For instance segmentation, we enable the mask branch and
add mask matching cost with mask loss.

Grounding and Referring Segmentation. These tasks
provide reference textual expressions, where objects are de-
scribed with attributes, for example,Referring Expression
Comprehension (REC) [120, 131], Referring Expression
Segmentation (RES) [62, 120], and Referring Video Ob-
ject Segmentation (R-VOS) [86, 102] aim at finding ob-
jects matched with the given language expressions like “The
fourth person from the left”. For each image, we take the
all the object expressions as text prompt and feed the them
into the text encoder. For each expressions, we apply global
average pooling along the sequence dimension to get text
embedding e;. The text embeddings are feed into early fu-
sion module and additionally interacte with object queries
through self-attention module in the decoder.

MOT and VIS. Both Multi-object Tracking (MOT)[4,
21, 68, 126, 129] and Video Instance Segmentation
(VIS)[37, 76, 103, 113] need to detect and track all the ob-
jects in the predefined category list, and VIS requires addi-
tional mask for the objects. These two tasks can be consid-
ered as extended tasks of detection and instance segmenta-
tion on videos. We found that with sufficient image expo-
sure, object embeddings from the decoder effectively dis-
tinguish objects in a video, showing strong discriminability
and temporal consistency. As a result, they can be directly
employed for tracking without the need for an additional

tracking head. Training on image-level data can address
straightforward tracking scenarios, but in cases of severe oc-
clusion scenes, such as OVIS [76], image-level training can-
not guarantee that the model exhibits strong temporal con-
sistency under occlusion conditions. Therefore, for occlu-
sion scenarios, it is essential to utilize video data for train-
ing. Following IDOL [103], we sample two frames from a
video and introduce contrastive learning between frames to
make the embedding of the same object instance closer in
the embedding space, and the embedding of different ob-
ject instances farther away. During Inference, the detected
objects are tracked by simple bipartite matching of the cor-
responding object queries following MinVIS [39].

Visual Prompted Segmentation. Interactive segmenta-
tion [8, 13, 63, 84, 89, 100, 109] takes various forms of vi-
sual prompt, such as points, boxes, or scribbles, to segment
the specified objects within an image. On the other hand,
VOS aims to segment the entire object throughout the en-
tire video based on a mask provided in the first frame of the
video. We extract visual prompt embeddings twice in the
model. First, we crop the prompt square area from RGB im-
age and send it to the backbone to obtain the visual prompt
feature of the corresponding area, and send it to the early
fusion module before the Transformer encoder. Second, we
sample fine-grained visual embeddings from the pixel em-
bedding map M, according to visual prompt and make them
interacted with object queries through self-attention module
in the Transformer decoder layer, as the same with text em-
beddings.

3.3. Training Unification

Tasks with Dynamic Loss. We jointly train GLEE in an
end-to-end manner on over 5 million images from diverse
benchmarks with various levels of supervision. Different
loss functions are selected for training on various datasets.
There are six types of losses for our GLEE: semantic loss,
box loss, mask loss, confidence loss, contrastive tracking
loss, and distillation loss. For all tasks with category list or
object expressions, we apply focal loss [59] as semantic loss
on logits Sui4n to align the text concepts with object fea-
tures. For box prediction, we use a combination of L1 loss
and generalized IoU loss [81]. The mask loss is defined as
a combination of the Dice loss [70] and Focal loss. For the
Visual Prompt Segmentation tasks, we employ an additional
FFN to predict the confidence score for each object queries
supervised by focal loss. Following IDOL [103], for video
tasks, we sample two frames and apply contrastive tracking
loss on the object query from the last layer of decoder:

Lempea =1og[l+ ) "exp(v k™ —v-kD)],  (3)

kt k-



Generic Detection & Segmentation Referring Detection & Segmentation OpenWorld

Method Type COCO-val COCO-test-dev LVIS RefCOCO RefCOCO+ RefCOCOg uvo

APpox  APpask  APpox APpask APpox AP pox APpask APr_nask P@0.5  oloU  P@0.5  oloU P@0.5 oloU  ARpask
MDETR [42] - - - - - - - 87.5 81.1 83.4 -
SeqTR [131] 870 717 787  63.0 82.7 64.7
PolyFormer (L) [62] - - - - - 90.4 76.9 85.0 722 85.8 71.2
ViTDet-L [55] Specialist 57.6 49.8 51.2 46.0 343 - - - - - -
ViTDet-H [55] Modelé 58.7 50.9 - - 534 48.1 369
EVA-02-L [26] 64.2 55.0 64.5 55.8 65.2 57.3
ODISE [107] - - - - - - 57.7
Mask2Former (L) [16] 50.1 50.5 -
MaskDINO (L) [50] 54.5 547
UniTAB (B) [114] - 88.6 81.0 84.6
OFA (L) [94] - - 90.1 85.8 85.9
Pix2Seq v2 [15] 46.5 38.2 - - -
Uni-Perceiver-v2 (B) [51] 58.6 50.6
Uni-Perceiver-v2 (L) [51] 61.9 53.6 - - - - - - -
UNINEXT (R50) [112] Generalist 51.3 449 36.4 89.7 71.9 79.8 66.2 84.0 70.0
UNINEXT (L) [112] Models 58.1 49.6 - 914 803 83.1 70.0 86.9 734
UNINEXT (H) [112] 60.6 51.8 - - 92.6 822 85.2 72.5 88.7 74.7
GLIPV2 (B) [123] - - 58.8 45.8 - - - - - -
GLIPV2 (H) [123] - 60.6 48.9
X-Decoder (B) [134] 45.8 - 45.8
X-Decoder (L) [134] - 46.7 47.1 - - -
Florence-2 (L) [106] 434 B - 93.4 88.3 91.2
GLEE-Lite Foundation 55.0 48.4 54.7 48.3 44.2 36.7 40.2 33.7 88.5 774 78.3 64.8 82.9 68.8 66.6
GLEE-Plus Models 60.4 53.0 60.6 53.3 52.7 44.5 474 404 90.6 795 81.6 683 85.0 70.6 70.6
GLEE-Pro ) 62.0 542 623 54.5 55.7 49.2 49.9 443 91.0 80.0 826 69.6 86.4 729 72.6

Table 1. Comparison of GLEE to recent specialist and generalist models on object-level image tasks. For REC and RES tasks, we report
Precision@0.5 and overall IoU (oloU). For open-world instance segmentation task, we reported the average recall of 100 mask proposals

(AR@100) on the UVO [96].

where k* and k™ are the object queries belong to the same
object and other objects from the reference frame, respec-
tively. For the text encoder, we distill the knowledge from
the teacher CLIP text encoder to ensure the text embedding
in pre-trained vison-language embedding space. We apply
an L1 loss between our text encoder and CLIP text encoder
to minimize their distance:

K
1
Lrear = 2 > Encr(pi) — EncoLip(pi)ll. @)
=0

Data Scale Up. A visual foundation model should be
able to easily scale up the training data and achieve bet-
ter generalization performance. Thanks to the unified train-
ing paradigm, the training data can be scaled up at low cost
by introducing a large amount of automatically labeled data
from SAI1B [43] and GRIT [75]. SA1B provides large and
detailed mask annotations, which enhance the object per-
ception capabilities of model, while GRIT offers a more
extensive collection of referring-expression-bounding-box
pairs, improving the object identification abilities and the
understanding capability of descriptions. Ultimately, we in-
troduced 2 million SA1B data points and 5 million GRIT
data points into the training process, bringing the total train-
ing data to 10 million.

4. Experiments
4.1. Experimental Setup

Datasets and Training Strategy. We conducted train-
ing in three stages. Initially, we performed pretraining

for object detection task on Objects365 [88] and Open-
Images [46], initializing the text encoder with pretrained
CLIP [77] weights and keeping the parameters frozen. In
the second training step, we introduced additional instance
segmentation datasets, including COCO [58], LVIS [32],
and BDD [118]. Furthermore, we treat three VIS datasets:
YTVIS19 [113], YTVIS21 [108], and OVIS [76], as in-
dependent image data to enrich the scenes. For datasets
that provide descriptions of objects, we included Ref-
COCO [120], RefCOCO+ [120], RefCOCOg [72], Visual
Genome [44], and RVOS [86]. Since Visual Genome con-
tains multiple objects in a single image, we treat it as detec-
tion task and used both object descriptions and object noun
phrases as categories, with a total of 200 dynamic category
lists per batch. Additionally, we introduced two open-world
instance segmentation datasets, UVO [96] and a subset of
SA1B [43]. For these two datasets, we set the category
name for each object to be *object’ and train in instance seg-
mentation paradigm. During the second step, text encoder
is unfrozen but supervised by distillation loss to ensure the
predicted text embedding in CLIP embedding space. After
the second step, GLEE demonstrated state-of-the-art per-
formance on a range of downstream image and video tasks
and exhibited strong zero-shot generalization capabilities,
unless otherwise specified, all the experimental results pre-
sented below were obtained by the model at this stage.

Building upon this, we introduce the SA1B and GRIT
datasets to scale up the training set, resulting in a model
named GLEE-scale, which exhibited even stronger zero-
shot performance on various downstream tasks. Since im-



Tracking Any Object (TAO [20]) BURST [3] LV-VIS [93]

Method

TETA LocA AssocA ClsA ALL Common Uncommon  yp  aAp, ~ Ap,

HOTA mAP HOTA mAP HOTA mAP

Tracktor [5] 24.2 47.4 13.0 12.1 - - - - - - - - -
DeepSORT [99] 26.0 48.4 17.5 12.1 - - - - - - - - -
Tracktor++ [20] 28.0 49.0 22.8 12.1 - - - - - - - - -
QDTrack [74] 30.0 50.5 27.4 12.1 - - - - - - - - -
TETer [53] 33.3 51.6 35.0 13.2 - - - - - - - - -
OVTrackf [54] 34.7 49.3 36.7 18.1 - - - - - - - - -
STCN Trackert [3] - - - - 5.5 0.9 17.5 0.7 2.5 0.6 - - -
Box Trackery [3] - - - - 8.2 1.4 27.0 3.0 3.6 0.9 - - -
Detic [130]-SORT} [6] - - - - - - - - - - 12.8 21.1 6.6
Detic [130]-XMem t[17] - - - - - - - - - - 16.3 241 106
OV2Seg-R507 [93] - - - - - 3.7 - - - - 142 172 119
OV2Seg-Bt [93] - - - - - 49 - - - - 21.1 275 163
UNINEXT (R50) [112] 31.9 433 355 17.1 - - - - - - - - -
GLEE-Litet 40.1 56.3 39.9 24.1 22.6 12.6 36.4 18.9 19.1 11.0 19.6 221 17.7
GLEE-Plust 41.5 52.9 40.9 30.8 26.9 17.2 38.8 23.7 23.9 155 303 31.6 293
GLEE-Prof 47.2 66.2 46.2 29.1 31.2 19.2 48.7 24.8 26.9 177 239 246 233

Table 2. Comparison of GLEE to recent specialist and generalist models on object-level video tasks in a zero-shot manner. Evaluation
metrics of BURST are reported separately for ‘common’, ‘uncommon’ and ‘all’ classes. The mAP computes mask IoU at the track
level, HOTA is a balance of per-frame detection accuracy (DetA) and temporal association accuracy (AssA), and TETA that deconstructs
detection into localization and classification components. The AP, APy, and AP, in LV-VIS mean the average precision of overall
categories, base categories, and novel categories. { does not use videos for training. The under-performance of Pro relative to Plus on
LV-VIS is due to Pro employing larger training and inference resolutions, which prove to be sub-optimal for this specific dataset

age data alone is insufficient for the model to learn temporal
consistency features, we incorporated sequential video data
from YTVIS, OVIS, RVOS, UVO, and VOS to improve its
performance if specifically note.

Implementation Details. In our experiments, we
developed GLEE-Lite, GLEE-Plus, and GLEE-Pro us-
ing ResNet-50 [33], Swin-Large [64], and EVA-02
Large [26] as the vision encoder respectively. Following
MaskDINO [50], we adopt deformable transformer in ob-
ject decoder, and use 300 object queries. Query denois-
ing and Hybrid matching are kept to accelerate conver-
gence and improve performance. During pretraining, we
set a minibatch to 128 on 64 A100 GPUs, for 500,000 it-
erations. For joint-training, we train GLEE on 64 A100
GPUs for 500,000 iterations, further training details, data
pre-processing methods, and data sampling strategies can
be found in the supplementary materials. More detailed in-
formation on data usage and model training is available in
the supplementary materials.

4.2. Comparison with Generalist Models

We demonstrate the universality and effectiveness of our
model as an object-level visual foundation model, directly
applicable to various object-centric tasks while ensuring
state-of-the-art performance without needing fine-tuning.
We compare our approach with existing specialist and gen-
eralist models in image-level tasks, including detection, re-
ferring expression comprehension, and open-world instance

segmentation. We report detection and instance segmen-
tation results on both the COCO validation [58] set and
LVIS val v1.0 [32]. While sharing almost identical im-
age sets, LVIS is distinguished by its annotations of over
1,200 object categories, showcasing a long-tail distribu-
tion. This distinction makes LVIS more representative of
challenging real-world scenarios due to its broader cate-
gory coverage. As indicated in Table 1, our model outper-
forms all generalist models on both COCO and LVIS bench-
marks. Even when compared to other state-of-the-art spe-
cialist approaches, which are tailored with specific design,
our model remains highly competitive. This demonstrates
that GLEE, while mastering universal and general object
representations, concurrently maintains advanced capabili-
ties in object detection and segmentation. This characteris-
tic is vitally important for adapting to a broad spectrum of
downstream tasks requiring precise object localization. For
the REC and RES tasks, we evaluated our model on Ref-
COCO [120], RefCOCO+ [120], and RefCOCOg [72], as
show in Table 1, GLEE achieved comparable results with
SOTA specialist methods PolyFormer [62], demonstrating
strong capability to comprehend textual descriptions and
showcasing potential to adapt to a broader range of multi-
modal downstream tasks. In open-world instance segmen-
tation tasks, we treated “object” as the category name, in-
structing the model to identify all plausible instance in an
image in a class-agnostic manner. GLEE outperforms pre-
vious arts ODISE [107] by 8.9 points, demonstrating the



Model PascalVOC ~ AerialDrone Aquarium Rabbits EgoHands Mushrooms Packages Raccoon Shellfish Vehicles Pistols Pothole Thermal Avg
GLIP-T 56.2 12,5 18.4 702 500 73.8 723 578 263 560 496 177 441 465
GLIP-L 61.7 7.1 26.9 750 455 49.0 62.8 633 689 573 686 257 660 521
GLEE-Lite 61.7 7.9 232 726 419 51.6 329 511 350 594 456 218 569 432
GLEE-Lite-Scale | 61.2 5.0 23.9 719 462 57.8 25.6 568  33.1 60.6 571 253 525 444
GLEE-Plus 67.8 10.8 383 761 474 19.2 29.4 63.8 667 638 626 153 665 483
GLEE-Plus-Scale | 67.5 12.1 39.7 758 503 411 42.4 664 640 628 618 175 638 512
GLEE-Pro 68.9 16.5 37.6 772 233 40.1 44.7 682 662 661 632 181 658 505
GLEE-Pro-Scale | 69.1 13.7 347 756 389 57.8 50.6 656 627 6713 690 307 591 534
Table 3. Zero-shot performance on 13 ODinW datasets.
Method Backbone Y TVIS 2019 val [113] OVIS val [76] methodologies. Specifically, GLEE surpasses the previous
AP APsg AP;; AP APy APy best method OVTrack by 36.0% in TAO, nearly triples the
IFC [40] 428 658 468 131 278 116 performance of the best baseline in BURST, and outper-
SeqFormer [101] 474 698 518 151 319 138 . . .
IDOL [103] 495 740 529 30.2 513 30.0 forms OV2Seg [93] by 43.6% in LV-VIS. This outstanding
VITA [36] 498 726 545 196 412 174 performance strongly validates the exceptional generaliza-
GenVIS [37]  ResNet-50 513 720 578 345 594 350 . . ! - .
DVIS [124] 526 765 582 341 598 323 tion and zero-shot capabilities of GLEE in handling object-
NOVIS [69] 28 757 569 327 562 326 level tasks across a range of benchmarks and tasks.
UNINEXT 530 752 59.1 340 555 356 o . )
GLEE-Lite 53.1 740 593 27.1/32.3 45.4/52.2 26.3/33.7 We additionally provide performance comparison on
SeqFormer [101] 59.3 82.1 664 - - - classic video segmentation tasks, including VIS, VOS, and
VITA [36] 63.0 869  67.9 277 519 249 .
1DOL [103] 3 875 710 e 257 o RVOS. As shown in Tablc.a 4, on the YTVIS2019 [I 13.]
GenVIS [37]  Swin-L 638 857 685 454 692 478 benchmark, our model achieves SOTA results across vari-
DVIS [124] 649 880 727 499 759 530 : ; ol : }
NOVIS [60] 7 818 722 s es3 ms ous mod.el sizes, surpassing all spec1a11s't .rrllodels with com
GLEE-Plus 63.6 852 705  29.6/40.3 50.3/63.8 28.9/39.8 plex designs to enhance temporal capabilities and the video
UNINEXT ConvNeXt-L 643 872 717 41.1 65.8 42,0 unified model UNINEXT [112]. On the OVIS [76] bench-
UNINEXT ViT-H 669 875 751 490 725 522 . : . . .
GLEE-Pro  EVAO2-L 674 87.1 741  38.7/50.4 59.4/71.4 39.7/55.5 mark, which features lengthy videos with extensive object

Table 4. Performance comparison of our GLEE on video instance
segmentation tasks.

capability of identifying all plausible instance that might be
present in an open-world scenario.

4.3. Zero-shot Evaluation Across Tasks

Zero-shot Transfer to Video Tasks. The proposed GLEE
is capable of adapting to new data and even new tasks in
a zero-shot manner, without the need for additional fine-
tuning. We evaluate its zero-shot capability on three large-
scale, large-vocabulary open-world video tracking datasets:
TAO [20], BURST [3], and LV-VIS [93]. TAO comprises
2,907 high-resolution videos across 833 categories. BURST
builds upon TAO, encompassing 425 base categories and
57 novel categories. LV-VIS offers 4,828 videos within
1,196 well-defined object categories. These three bench-
marks require the model to detect, classify, and track all
objects in videos, while BURST and LV-VIS additionally
require segmentation results from the model. In Table 2, we
compare the performance of our proposed model with ex-
isting specialist models. Notably, the GLEE here is from
the second training stage, which has not been exposed to
images from these three datasets nor trained on video-
level data. Despite these constraints, GLEE achieves state-
of-the-art performance that significantly exceeds existing

occlusions where temporal capabilities of object features
are particularly crucial, our model does not directly reach
SOTA. However, after a few hours of simple fine-tuning,
it still achieves SOTA performance. This further validates
the versatility and generalization capabilities of our model.
More details on zero-shot evaluations for video tasks and
demonstrations of interactive segmentation and tracking can
be found in the Sec 7 of supplementary materials.
Zero-shot Transfer to Real-world Downstream Tasks.
To measure generalization on diverse real-world tasks, we
evaluate zero-shot performance on OmniLabel [85], which
is a benchmark for evaluating language-based object de-
tectors and encourages complex and diverse free-form text
descriptions of objects. As show in Table 5, compared
to language-based detectors trained on large-scale caption
data, GLEE significantly outperforms previous models in
P-categ. However, due to the limited captions in our train-
ing dataset, it scores lower in AP-descr. By incorporating
a more diverse set of box-caption data from the GRIT [75]
to sclae up our training set, the AP-descr can be elevated to
a level comparable with existing models. We conduct ad-
ditional experiments on the “Object Detection in the Wild”
(ODinW) benchmark [48], which is a suite of datasets cov-
ering a wide range of domains. We report the average mAP
on the subset of 13 ODinW detection datasets introduced
in [52], and report the per-dataset performance in a zero-
shot manner, as shown in Table 3. GLEE performs better
than GLIP [52] on the average of 13 public datasets, show-
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Figure 4. The performance comparison of replacing SAM with
GLEE in LISA, GLEE achieves the same effectiveness as SAM in
extracting objects.
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Figure 5. Data scaling. The performance of GLEE-Pro after train-
ing on 10%, 20%, 50%, 100% of the total data on TAO, BURST,
OVIS, YTVIS19. Increased scale of training data result in en-
hanced zero-shot performance across diverse downstream tasks.

casing its robust generalization capability. Furthermore, it
is evident that by introducing automatically labeled data at
a low cost for scaling up the training data, the zero-shot ca-
pabilities can be further enhanced, this reveals that GLEE
has greater potential through scale-up. A more compre-
hensive report on the per-dataset few-shot performance on
ODinW is available in the supplementary materials to as-
sess the adaptability of GLEE to other datasets.

4.4. Serve as Foundation Model

To explore whether GLEE can serve as a foundation model
for other architectures, we selected LISA [47] for analy-
sis, a mVLLM that combines LLAVA [61] with SAM [43]
for reasoning segmentation. We substituted its vision back-
bone with a frozen, pretrained GLEE-Plus and fed the ob-
ject queries from GLEE into LLAVA and remove decoder of
LISA. We directly dot product the output SEG tokens with

& 9 = 2

o0 = = = - -

. g 2 2 2 2 2
o © < Q [} [} (%} L
o5 e 9T R 7?9 7
g3 T U - - V- TR -
== < < < € < <« <
RegionCLIP [127] 2.7 2.7 2.6 32 3.6 27 23
Detic [130] 8.0 156 54 8.0 57 54 62
MDETR [42] - - 47 9.1 64 46 40
GLIP-T [52] 19.323.616.425.829.414.8 8.2

= GLIP-L [52]
FIBER-B [25]
GLEE-Lite
GLEE-Lite-Scale
GLEE-Plus

25.832.921.233.237.718.9 10.8
25.730.322.334.838.619.5 124
20.337.514.019.1 23.0 12.7 10.0
22.735.516.722.333.714.310.2
25.446.717.523.928.416.312.5

GLEE-Plus-Scale 27.044.519.425.936.017.212.4

Table 5. Evaluation on the OmniLabel benchmark. The final AP
value is the geometric mean of categories (AP-categ) and free-
form descriptions (AP-descr).

GLEE feature map to generate masks. As shown in Fig-
ure 4, after training for the same number of steps, our mod-
ified LISA-GLEE achieved comparable results to the origi-
nal version, demonstrating the versatility of representations
from GLEE and its effectiveness in serving other models.

4.5. Ablation

We conducted experiments to investigate the impact of
training data scale on zero-shot performance across vari-
ous tasks. To this end, we trained GLEE-Pro with 10%,
20%, 50%, 100% of the training data to evaluate the perfor-
mance on zero-shot transfer tasks, including TAO, BURST,
OVIS, and YTVIS as illustrated in the Figure 5. Our data
scaling experiments reveal that increased sizes of training
datasets result in enhanced zero-shot performance across di-
verse downstream tasks. This outcome implies that larger
pre-training datasets are a valuable investment, offering a
more effective and adaptable basis for a broad spectrum of
downstream tasks. Thanks to the unified training approach
of GLEE, we can efficiently incorporate any manually or
automatically annotated data into our training process to
achieve enhanced generalization capabilities.

5. Conclusion

We introduce GLEE, a cutting-edge object-level foundation
model designed to be directly applicable to a wide range of
object-level image and video tasks. Crafted with a unified
learning paradigm, GLEE learns from diverse data sources
with varying levels of supervisions. GLEE achieves state-
of-the-art performance on numerous object-level tasks and
excels in zero-shot transfer to new data and tasks, showing
its exceptional versatility and generalization abilities.
Additionally, GLEE provides general visual object-level
information, which is currently missing in modern LLMs,
establishing a robust foundation for object-centric mLLMs.
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General Object Foundation Model for Images and Videos at Scale

Supplementary Material

In this supplementary material, we first provide more
detailed information on data usage and model training in
Sec 6. Subsequently, in Sec 7, we supplement additional
zero-shot and fine-tuning results on classic object-level
video tasks, such as VOS and RVOS. In Sec 8, detailed
few-shot experimental results on the ODinW [48] bench-
mark are provided to validate the transferability of GLEE to
various real-world tasks. Finally, in Sec 9, we showcase the
results in interactive segmentation and tracking for images
and videos.

6. Datasets and Implementation Details

Data Preparation. To ensure the generalization of GLEE
as an object-level foundation model, we conduct joint
training using a substantial amount of data with region-
level annotations from both images and videos. Exist-
ing datasets exhibit variations in annotation granularity:
detection datasets such as Objects365 [88] and Openlm-
ages [46] provide bounding boxes and category names;
COCO [58] and LVIS [32] offer more detailed mask annota-
tions; RefCOCO [72, 120] and Visual Genome [44] include
comprehensive object descriptions. Furthermore, video
datasets [76, 86, 96, 108, 110, 113] contribute to the tem-
poral consistency of models, and open-world data [43, 96]
enrich the annotations with class-agnostic object informa-
tion. A comprehensive list of the datasets we utilized, along
with their respective sizes and annotation granularities, is
presented in Table 6. We extracted subsets of 500,000
and 2,000,000 images from the SA1B [43] dataset for joint
training in stage 2 and scale-up training respectively. To en-
sure that objects from SA1B are at the object-level rather
than the part-level, we apply mask IoU based NMS and use
area as NMS score to eliminate part-level object annota-
tions. For GRIT [75] data, we extract 5,000,000 samples
for scale-up training to enhance the richness of object de-
scriptions.

Model and Training Details. Following the image
backbone, text encoder, and visual prompter, we incorpo-
rate a 6-layer deformable transformer encoder and a 9-
layer decoder to serve as our Object Decoder following
MaskDINO [50]. We adopt 300 object queries, query de-
noising, and hybrid matching to accelerate convergence and
improve performance. During the pretraining phase of stage
1, we sample data from Objects365 and Openlmages in a
1:1 ratio, with the batch size of 128 for 500,000 training
iterations. Moving to stage 2, we train GLEE for 500,000
iterations on all image-level data jointly according to the ra-
tios outlined in Table 7. For the scale-up training, we set the

Sizes Annotations
dataset images objects semantic box mask trackid
Detection Data
Objects365 [88] 1817287 26563198 category v -
Openlmages [46] 1743042 14610091 category v -
LVIS [32] 100170 1270141 category v v
COCO [58] 118287 860001 category v v
BDD [118] 69863 1274792 category v v
Grounding Data
RefCOCO [120] 16994 42404 description v v
RefCOCOg [72] 21899 42226 description v’ v
RefCOCO+ [120] 16992 42278 description v v
VisualGenome [44] 77396 3596689  description v -
GRIT [75] 5117307 9090607  description v
OpenWorld Data
UVO [96] 16923 157624 v v
SAI1B [43] 2147712 99427126 v v
Video Data
YTVIS19 [113] 61845 97110 category v v v
YTVIS21 [108] 90160 175384 category v v v
OVIS [76] 42149 206092 category v v v
UVO-dense [96] 45270 657990 - v v v
VOS [110] 94588 156310 v v v
RefVOS [86] 93857 159961 description v v v

Table 6. The tasks GLEE learns to complete and the datasets used
in training.

sampling ratios for SA1B and GRIT to 5.0 in Table 7, and
train for an extra 500,000 iterations. We used AdamW [65]
optimizer with base learning rate of 1 x 10~4, and weight
decay of 0.05, learning rate is decayed at the 400,000 itera-
tions by a factor of 0.1. Learning rates of the image back-
bone and text encoder are multiplied by a factor of 0.1. For
the ResNet-50 backbone and Swin backbone, we use scale
augmentation [105], resizing the input images such that the
shortest side is at least 480 and at most 800 pixels while the
longest at most 1333. For EVAO2-L backbone, we use the
large-scale jittering (LSJ) [29] augmentation with a random
scale sampled from range 0.1 to 2.0 followed by a fixed size
crop to 1536x1536.

7. Transfer to Video Tasks

To substantiate the effectiveness of GLEE across diverse
object-level video tasks, we present the performance on
VOS and RVOS tasks in Table 8 and Table 9 respectively.
VOS. Video object segmentation (VOS) aims at seg-
menting a particular object throughout the entire video
clip sequence. We evaluate GLEE on semi-supervised
VOS [10] that gives the first-frame mask of the target ob-
ject on YouTube-VOS 2018 [110] and MOSE [23]. Given
the first-frame mask of the target object, we first crop the
prompt square area from RGB image and send it to the im-
age backbone to obtain the visual prompt feature of the cor-
responding area, and send it to the early fusion module be-



Datasets ‘Openlmages Objects365 LVIS VisualGenome COCO RefCOCO-mixed SAIB UVO-frame BDD YTVIS19 YTVIS21 OVIS Ref-YTBVOS

Rato | 15 L5 15 2 L5 25

25 0.2 0.15 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3

Table 7. The data sampling ratios during the joint-training of stage 2. RefCOCO-mixed refers to the mixed dataset of RefCOCO [120],
RefCOCO+ [120], RefCOCOg [72], and the last four video datasets are treated as independent image data for training.

YT-VOS 2018 val [110] MOSE val [23]

Method
G Js Fs Ju Fu J&F J F
> STM [73] 79.4 79.7 84.2 72.8 80.9 - - -
S SWEM [60] 82.8 82.4 86.9 77.1 85.0 50.9 46.8 64.9
aE> STCN [18] 83.0 81.9 86.5 77.9 85.7 50.8 46.6 55.0
= XMem [17] 86.1 85.1 89.8 80.3 89.2 57.6 53.3 62.0

SiamMask [95] 52.8 60.2 58.2 45.1 47.7 - - -

g‘ Siam R-CNN [92] 732735 - 662 - - - -
£ TVOS[125] 67.8 67.1 69.4 63.0 71.6 - - -
S FRTM [82] 72.1 72.3 76.2 659 74.1 - - -
g UNINEXT-R50 [112] 77.0 76.8 81.0 70.8 79.4 - - -
Z UNINEXT-L[112] 78.179.1 83.571.0 789 - - -

78.6 79.9 849 70.6 79.2 -
80.4 80.2 85.5 74.3 81.4 56.1

UNINEXT-H [112]

GLEE-Lite 51.8 60.4

Table 8. Performance comparison of our GLEE on video object
segmentation tasks.

fore the Transformer encoder. Then we sample fine-grained
visual embeddings from the pixel embedding map M, in-
side the given mask area and make them interacted with
object queries through self-attention module in the Trans-
former decoder layer. We conduct fine-tuning of GLEE-
Lite jointly on YouTube-VOS [110], YTVIS2019 [113],
YTVIS2021 [108], OVIS [76], and UVO-video [96] for
40,000 iterations. The evaluation is performed on YouTube-
VOS and MOSE, as shown in the Table 8. It is noteworthy
that semi-supervised VOS is almost dominated by space-
time memory networks [17, 18, 60, 73] which construct a
memory bank for each object in the video. GLEE achieves
the best results among all non-memory-based methods on
YouTube-VOS and even demonstrating competitive results
compared to memory-based methods on the more challeng-
ing MOSE dataset.

RVOS. Referring Video Object Segmentation (R-VOS)
aims at finding objects matched with the given language ex-
pressions in a given video and segment them. Ref-YouTube-
VOS [86] is a popular R-VOS benchmarks, which are con-
structed by introducing language expressions for the objects
in the original YouTube-VOS [110] dataset. As same as
semi-supervised VOS, region similarity 7, contour accu-
racy F, and the averaged score [J&F are adopted as the
metrics. Given an object expression and a video, we send
the description into the text encoder, select the object query
with the highest confidence score and compute its mask.
Additionally, we introduce temporal consistency by adding

the similarity between the 300 object queries of the cur-
rent frame and the object query selected in the previous
frame to the current confidence score. We directly evaluate
the GLEE trained from stage 2 on Ref-YouTube-VOS. As
shown in Table 9, GLEE outperforms all previous R-VOS
approaches and unified method.

Method Backbone TJ&E&F J F

CMSA [117] 364 348 38.1
YOFO [49] 486 475 497
ReferFormer [102] ResNet-50  s¢7 574 60.1
UNINEXT [112] 612 593 63.0
PMINet+ CFBI [24] 542 530 555
CITD [56] 614 600 627
ReferFormer [102] . . 649 628 67.0
SOC [67] Video-Swin-B - o5 653 693
UNINEXT [112] ConvNext-L 662 640 68.4
UNINEXT [112] ViT-H 70.1 676 727
GLEE-Plus Swin-L 677 656 69.7
GLEE-Pro EVA02-L 706 682 729

Table 9. Performance comparison of our GLEE on Ref-YouTube-
VOS task.

8. Object Detection in the Wild

To further validate transferability of GLEE on diverse real-
world detection tasks, we assess its few-shot transfer abil-
ity on the ODinW [48] dataset. We vary the amount
of task-specific annotated data from X-shot, providing at
least X examples per category, to using all the available
data in the training set, following the procedure estab-
lished by GLIP [52]. We fine-tune the models on the pro-
vided data using the same hyper-parameters across all mod-
els in a full-model tuning regime. For manually designed
prompts, we revise the category names for the two datasets
(“Cottontail-Rabbit” to “rabbit” and “Cow/Chanterelle” to
“Cow/Chanterelle mushroom™) to provide language guid-
ance. Models train with a batch size of 4 and a learning
rate of 1 x 1074, undergoing 200, 300, 400, 600, and 2000
iterations for the 1, 3, 5, 10, and ALL shot splits, respec-
tively. The optimal model is selected based on the validation
split for each train/val split. For each few-shot setting, we
train the models three times using different random seeds
for train/val splits, and the average score and standard devi-
ation on the test split are reported, as shown in the Table 10.



Model Shot Tune | PascalVOC AerialDrone Aquarium Rabbits EgoHands Mushrooms Packages Raccoon Shellfish Vehicles Pistols  Pothole Thermal Avg

DyHead coco 1 Full 31.7+31 143424 131420 63.6+14 409470  67.0+36 34,6421 459435 1081450 34.0x35  12.0xw0s 6.1415 409274 319455
DyHead coco 3 Full | 44.1+07 19.2:430 226413 64.8+17 544405 78.9+13 61.6+105  50.0421  20.8+35 44.9+19 344100 20.6424 57.9+25 442405
DyHead coco 5 Full | 44.9.:s 222430 31. 7410 652415 55.6431 787130 501437 487445 228433 52.0412 398467 209415 48.0+2s 447117
DyHead coco 10 Full 484412 27.5+14 393427 621459 61.6+14 81. 7434 588400 529432 30.1s32 541433 448449 267424 634125 50.1x16
DyHead coco All  Full 60.1 27.6 53.1 76.5 79.4 86.1 69.3 552 44.0 61.5 70.6 56.6 81.0 63.2

DyHead o365 1 Full 25.8+30 16.5+1s 159427 557160 44.0436  66.9+39 542457 507417 141436 33.0:n0 11.046s  8.2+a1 4321100 33.8:ss
DyHead o365 3 Full | 404410 20.5+40 265415 579420 539425 76.5423 62.6435 525450 224415 474420 30160 197415 57.0423 436410
DyHead 0365 5 Full 435410 25.3+1s 35805 63.0x10 562450 76.81s0 625457  46.6431 288122 512422 387141 21.0414 534452 46441
DyHead o365 10 Full | 46.6+0s 29.0:+25 41.7+10 652125 62.5+0s 85.4+22 679445 479422 28.6+50 53.8+10 39.2:40 279125 641126  50.8:13
DyHead o36s  All  Full 533 28.4 49.5 735 719 84.0 69.2 56.2 43.6 59.2 68.9 53.7 73.7 60.8

GLIP-T 1 Full 54.8420 18.4+10 33841 701429 642418 83.7 430 70.8421 562415 229102 56.640s 599104 189415 545120 5S5l.lin
GLIP-T 3 Full 58.1+x0s 229413 40.8+00 65.7+16  66.0+02 84.7 +o0s 65. 7425 62.6414 272427 619415 607202 271212 704425 54902
GLIP-T 5 Full 59.5+04 23.800 43.6+14  68.7+13 66.1+06 85.4 104 72300  62.1+20 273212 61.0+1s 627416 34.5:05 66.6+25  56.4:04
GLIP-T 10 Full 59.1413 26.3+11 4634116 673415 671407 87.8.+0s 723400 577417 34.6+17 654414 61.6410 393410 747425 58.4+02
GLIP-T All  Full 62.3 31.2 52.5 70.8 78.7 88.1 75.6 61.4 514 65.3 712 58.7 76.7 64.9

GLIP-L 1 Full 64.805 18.7x0s 395412 70.0415s 70.5x02  69.84150 70.6+40 684+ T1.0x5 654+ 681102 28.9+20 729147 59.9:14
GLIP-L 3 Full 65.6+06 22311 452404 723114 704104 81.6+133 71.8+05  653+1s  67.610 66.7+00  68.1+0s 37.0x10 73.1435  62.1x07
GLIP-L 5 Full 66.6-04 264425 495411 70.7+02 71.9402 88.1 400 711406 68.8+12 68.5+17 70.0400 6834105 399414 752427 64.2:03
GLIP-L 10 Full 66.4 07 320414 52310 70.6007 724403 88.1400 67. 1436 647431 694414 T1.5+0s 684407 443106 763110 649107
GLIP-L All  Full 69.6 32.6 56.6 76.4 79.4 88.1 67.1 69.4 65.8 71.6 75.7 60.3 83.1 68.9

GLEE-Lite 1 Full 61.3+0s 19.2:43. 272434 708433 52.8+1s0  70.71s 49.2:m0  58.1+s4  28.8xi0 57.9x100 57.7+0s 222470 57.0x4s 487100
GLEE-Lite 3 Full 62.6:+01 255438 29.141s 729441 65.8417 83.0444 66.8434  61.74104 40.0430 61.2435 4494100 26.7435 64.5+6s 542423
GLEE-Lite 5 Full 62.804 28.0+31 338422 717427 64.044s 81.6441 649452 601424 391410 597430 49.24us 308415 692475 55.0+37
GLEE-Lite 10 Full 62.1x00 32016 393220 712415 64417 88.0+27 64.3105 655415 36.41s2 6201234 54.81w00 38.8x12 70.6xs0 57706
GLEE-Lite All  Full 62.8 379 529 73.6 76.5 88.9 69.7 65.0 51.1 58.9 67.4 572 82.3 64.9

GLEE-Plus 1 Full 68.2+422 20.4 502 439441 755416 684427 50.64200 473405 704400 64.610s 67.7+11s 623110 30.002 71.6477  57.0:0s
GLEE-Plus 3 Full 70.6+00 248421 47.610s  79.5107 69.0420 83.14s0 662413 75.6435 653+ 69.0x0s 657142 38.1is 76316 639112
GLEE-Plus 5 Full 69.9+00 29.6+20 488412 75.0417 67715 83.6:+00 68.5:32  T1.6459  61.62s0 677205 66.8145s 38.8+19 789x10 63.7x10
GLEE-Plus 10 Full 69.3+12 32510 50.8+00 764106 70.7+00 88.2+12 689433 682430 60.0+19 693115 62.6+105 41.7431 817417 646417
GLEE-Plus All  Full 70.4 34.8 54.1 76.4 74.5 89.7 68.6 67.6 57.8 69.2 714 57.1 82.9 67.3

GLEE-Pro 1 Full 70.9+12 24.5423 46.7+0s 764105 682435 60447 589427 682445 5854iss  67.640s 692402 31.8426 70.8476 59.4uis
GLEE-Pro 3 Full 72.3x04 28.4 05 49.6422 761115 693130 794405 674135 T4 1ia0 63.7+20 684106 683+ 421155 769+16 643113
GLEE-Pro 5 Full 71400 33415 50.6+45  73.8+30 71.9+03 83.6:46s 66.6+1s  72.5+45  59.1+as 687114 69.7+15  39.5+4s 774132 64.5:00
GLEE-Pro 10 Full T1.1x10 37.8421 542412 739112 707415 909414 66.0404 739465 578439 69.4100 629463 443435 79.8406  65.6:104
GLEE-Pro All  Full 72.6 36.5 58.1 80.5 74.1 92.0 67.0 76.5 66.4 70.5 66.4 55.7 80.6 69.0

Table 10. Per-dataset performance compared with DyHead, GLIP-T, and GLIP-L. For PascalVOC, we report the mAP (IoU=0.50:0.95)
using the COCO evaluation script, to be consistent with other 12 datasets. “Full” denotes full-model tuning.

9. Interactive Segmentation and Tracking

As described in Sec 7, GLEE achieves interactive segmen-
tation and tracking by introducing a visual prompt. Send-
ing points, boxes, or scribbles along with the image to
the model enables the segmentation of specified objects.
Moreover, by feeding the mask from the previous frame
and its corresponding prompt feature into early fusion and
self-attention, GLEE performs segmentation in the current
frame based on the segmentation results from the previous
frame. The features of objects in the previous frame serve as
referring features at this point. As illustrated in the Figure 6,
we showcase the interactive segmentation results of differ-
ent prompts on images and videos. Please visit our project
homepage to experience more custom interactive image and
video segmentation effects through our online demo.



Visual Prompt: Point

Visual Prompt: Scribble

Visual Prompt: Box

Temporal

Figure 6. The visualization results of interactive segmentation and tracking. For image-level interactive segmentation, GLEE supports
sending points, boxes, or scribbles as a visual prompts to the model, enabling direct segmentation of the specified object. In the case
of video object segmentation, using the masked feature from the first frame as a prompt referring features allows segmentation of the
corresponding object in subsequent frames of the video.
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