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Figure 1. We introduce 7-Rex2, a promptable and interactive model for open-set object detection. 7-Rex2 can take both text prompts and
visual prompts (boxes or points within the same image or across multiple images) as input for object detection. 7-Rex2 delivers strong
zero-shot object detection capabilities and is highly practical for various scenarios, with only one suit of weights.
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Abstract

We present T-Rex2, a highly practical model for open-set
object detection. Previous open-set object detection meth-
ods relying on text prompts effectively encapsulate the ab-
stract concept of common objects, but struggle with rare or
complex object representation due to data scarcity and de-
scriptive limitations. Conversely, visual prompts excel in
depicting novel objects through concrete visual examples,
but fall short in conveying the abstract concept of objects as
effectively as text prompts. Recognizing the complementary
strengths and weaknesses of both text and visual prompts,
we introduce T-Rex2 that synergizes both prompts within a
single model through contrastive learning. T-Rex2 accepts
inputs in diverse formats, including text prompts, visual
prompts, and the combination of both, so that it can han-
dle different scenarios by switching between the two prompt
modalities. Comprehensive experiments demonstrate that
T-Rex?2 exhibits remarkable zero-shot object detection capa-
bilities across a wide spectrum of scenarios. We show that
text prompts and visual prompts can benefit from each other
within the synergy, which is essential to cover massive and
complicated real-world scenarios and pave the way towards
generic object detection. Model API is now available at
https://github.com/IDEA-Research/T-Rex.

1. Introduction

Object detection, a foundational pillar of computer vision,
aims to locate and identify objects within an image. Tradi-
tionally, object detection was operated within a closed-set
paradigm [1, 6, 16, 21, 23, 34, 35, 42,49, 53, 55], wherein
a predefined set of categories is known a prior, and the sys-
tem is trained to recognize and detect objects from this set.
Yet the ever-changing and unforeseeable nature of the real
world demands a shift in object detection methodologies to-
wards an open-set paradigm.

Open-set object detection represents a significant
paradigm shift, transcending the limitations of closed-set
detection by empowering models to identify objects be-
yond a predetermined set of categories. A prevalent ap-
proach is to use text prompts for open-vocabulary object
detection [5, 7, 11, 19, 24, 28, 54]. This approach typi-
cally involves distilling knowledge from language models
like CLIP [32] or BERT [3] to align textual descriptions
with visual representations.

While using text prompts has been predominantly fa-
vored in open-set detection for their capacity to abstractly
describe objects, it still faces the following limitations. 1)
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Figure 2. Long-tailed curve of object frequency and the number
of categories that can be detected. We suggest that the text prompt
can cover the middle part of the long-tailed curve, while the visual
prompt can cover the tail.

Long-tailed data shortage. The training of text prompts
necessitates modality alignment between visual representa-
tions, however, the scarcity of data for long-tailed objects
may impair the learning efficiency. As depicted in Fig. 2,
the distribution of objects inherently follows a long-tail
pattern, i.e., as the variety of detectable objects increases,
the available data for these objects becomes increasingly
scarce. This data scarcity may undermine the capacity of
models to identify rare or novel objects. 2) Descriptive
limitations. Text prompts also fall short of accurately de-
picting objects that are hard to describe in language. For
instance, as shown in Fig. 2, while a text prompt may
effectively describe ferris wheel, it may struggle to
accurately represent the microorganisms in the
microscope image without biological knowledge.

Conversely, visual prompts [10, 12, 17, 18, 44, 56] pro-
vide a more intuitive and direct method to represent objects
by providing visual examples. For example, users can use
points or boxes to mark the object for detection, even if
they do not know what the object is. Additionally, visual
prompts are not constrained by the need for cross-modal
alignment, since they rely on visual similarity rather than
linguistic correlation, enabling their application to novel ob-
jects that are not encountered during training.

Nonetheless, visual prompts also exhibit limitations, as
they are less effective at capturing the general concept of ob-
jects compared to text prompts. For instance, the term dog
as a text prompt broadly covers all dog varieties. In con-
trast, visual prompts, given the vast diversity in dog breeds,
sizes, and colors, would necessitate a comprehensive image
collection to visually convey the abstract notion of dog.

Recognizing the complementary strengths and weak-
nesses of both text and visual prompts, we introduce 7-
Rex2, a generic open-set object detection model that inte-
grates both modalities. 7-Rex2 is built upon the DETR [1]
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architecture which is an end-to-end object detection model.
It incorporates two parallel encoders to encode both text and
visual prompts. For text prompts, we utilize the text en-
coder of CLIP [32] to encode input text into text embedding.
For visual prompts, we introduce a novel visual prompt
encoder equipped with the deformable attention [55] that
can transform the input visual prompts (points or boxes)
on a single image or across multiple images into visual
prompt embeddings. To facilitate the collaboration of these
two prompt modalities, we propose a contrastive learn-
ing [9, 32] module that can explicitly align text prompts
and visual prompts. During the alignment, visual prompts
can benefit from the generality and abstraction capabilities
inherent in text prompts. Conversely, text prompts can en-
hance their descriptive capabilities by looking at various vi-
sual prompts. This iterative interaction allows both visual
and text prompts to evolve continuously, thereby improving
their ability for generic understanding within one model.
T-Rex2 supports four unique workflows that can be ap-
plied to various scenarios: 1) interactive visual prompt
workflow, allowing users to specify the object to be de-
tected by given visual example through box or point on the
current image; 2) generic visual prompt workflow, permit-
ting users to define a specific object across multiple images
through visual prompts, thereby creating a universal visual
embedding applicable to other images; 3) text prompt work-
flow, enabling users to employ descriptive text for open-
vocabulary object detection; 4) mix prompt workflow, which
combines both text and visual prompts for joint inference.

T-Rex2 demonstrates strong object detection capabilities
and achieves remarkable results on COCO [20], LVIS [8],
ODinW [15] and Roboflow100 [2], all under zero-shot set-
ting. Through our analysis, we observe that text and visual
prompts serve complementary roles, each excelling in sce-
narios where the other may not be as effective. Specifically,
text prompts are particularly good at recognizing common
objects, while visual prompts excel in rare objects or scenar-
ios that may not be easily described through language. This
complementary relationship enables the model to perform
effectively across a wide range of scenarios. To summarize,
our contributions are threefold:

* We propose an open-set object detection model 7-Rex2
that unifies text and visual prompts within one frame-
work, which demonstrates strong zero-shot capabilities
across various scenarios.

e We propose a contrastive learning module to explicitly
align text and visual prompts, which leads to mutual en-
hancement of these two modalities.

* Extensive experiments demonstrate the benefits of unify-
ing text and visual prompts within one model. We also
reveal that each type of prompt can cover different scenar-
ios, which collectively show promise in advancing toward
general object detection.

2. Related Work
2.1. Text-prompted Object Detection

Remarkable progress has been achieved in text-prompted
object detection [7, 11, 19, 24, 28, 48, 50, 52], which
demonstrate impressive zero-shot and few-shot recogni-
tion capabilities. These models are typically built upon
a pre-trained text encoder like CLIP [32] and BERT [3].
GLIP [19] proposes to formulate object detection as
grounding problems, which unifies different data formats
to align different modalities and expand detection vocabu-
lary. Following GLIP, Grounding DINO [24] improves the
vision-language alignment by fusing different modalities in
the early phase. DetCLIP [46] and RegionCLIP [52] lever-
ages image-text pairs with pseudo boxes to expand region
knowledge for more generalized object detection.

2.2. Visual-prompted Object Detection

Beyond text-prompted models, developing models incor-
porating visual prompts is a trending research area due to
its flexibility and context-awareness. Mainstream visual-
prompted models [28, 44, 48] adopt raw images as visual
prompts and leverage image-text-aligned representation to
transfer knowledge from text to visual prompts. However,
it is restricted to image-level prompts and highly relies
on aligned image-text foundation models. Another emer-
gent approach for visual prompts is to use visual instruc-
tions like box, point, and referred region of another im-
age. DINOv [17] proposes to use visual prompts as in-
context examples for open-set detection and segmentation
tasks. When detecting a novel category, it takes in several
visual examples of this category to understand this category
in an in-context manner. In this paper, we focus on visual
prompts in the form of visual instructions.

2.3. Interactive Object Detection

Interactive models have shown significant promise in align-
ing human intentions in the field of computer vision. It has
been wildly applied for interactive segmentation [12, 18,
56], where the user provides a visual prompt (box, point,
and mask, efc.) and the model outputs a mask correspond-
ing to the prompt. This process typically follows a one-
to-one interaction model, i.e., one prompt for one output
mask. However, object detection requires a one-to-many
approach, where a single visual prompt can lead to mul-
tiple detected boxes. Several works [14, 45] have incor-
porated interactive object detection for the purpose of au-
tomating annotations. T-Rex [10] leverages interactive vi-
sual prompts for the task of object counting through object
detection, however, its capabilities in generic object detec-
tion have not been extensively explored.
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Figure 3. Overview of the 7-Rex2 model. 7-Rex2 mainly follows the design principles of DETR [1] which is an end-to-end object detection
model. Visual prompt and text prompt are introduced through deformable cross attention [55] and CLIP [32] text encoder, respectively,

and are aligned through contrastive learning.

3. T-Rex2 Model

T-Rex2 integrates four components, as illustrated in Fig.
3: 1) Image Encoder, ii) Visual Prompt Encoder, iii) Text
Prompt Encoder, and iv) Box Decoder. 7T-Rex2 adheres to
the design principles of DETR [1] which is an end-to-end
object detection model. These four components collectively
facilitate four distinct workflows that encompass a broad
range of application scenarios.

3.1. Visual-Text Promptable Object Detection

Image Encoder. Mirroring the Deformable DETR [55]
framework, the image encoder in 7-Rex2 consists of a vi-
sion backbone (e.g. Swin Transformer [25]) that extracts
multi-scale feature maps from input image. This is fol-
lowed by several transformer encoder layers [4] equipped
with deformable self-attention [55], which are utilized to re-
fine these extracted feature maps. The feature maps output
from the image encoder is denoted as f; € RC: < HixWi j
{1,2,..., L}, where L is the number of feature map layers.

Visual Prompt Encoder. Visual prompt has been widely
used in interactive segmentation [12, 18, 56], yet to be fully
explored within the domain of object detection. Our method
incorporates visual prompts in both box and point formats.
The design principle involves transforming user-specified
visual prompts from their coordinate space to the image fea-
ture space. Given K user-specified 4D normalized boxes
bj = (xj,y5,w;,hj),j € {1,2,..., K}, or 2D normalized
points p; = (z;,v;),7 € {1,2,..., K} on a reference im-

age, we initially encode these coordinate inputs into po-
sition embeddings through a fixed sine-cosine embedding
layer. Subsequently, two distinct linear layers are employed
to project these embeddings into a uniform dimension:

B = Linear(PE(by, ...bg); 0p) : REXIP 5 REXD (1)
P = Linear(PE(py, ..px ); 0p) : REX2P o REXD (2)

where PE stands for position embedding and
Linear(-;0) indicate a linear project operation with
parameter 6. Different from the previous method [18] that
regards point as a box with minimal width and height, we
model box and point as distinct prompt types. We then
initiate a learnable content embedding that is broadcasted
K times, denoted as C' € RE*D, Additionally, a universal
class token C' € R P is utilized to aggregate features
from other visual prompts, accommodating the scenario
where users might supply multiple visual prompts within a
single image. These content embeddings are concatenated
with position embeddings along the channel dimension, and
a linear layer is applied for projection, thereby constructing
the input query embedding Q:

Q= Linear (CAT ([C;C"],[B; B]) ; ¢B) , box
Linear (CAT ([C; C'], [P; P’]) ; vp) , point
3)
where notion CAT stands for concatenation at channel
dimension. B’ and P’ represent global position embed-
dings, which are derived from global normalized coordi-



nates [0.5,0.5,1,1] and [0.5,0.5]. The global query serves
the purpose of aggregating features from other queries.
Subsequently, we employ a multi-scale deformable cross-
attention [55] layer to extract visual prompt features from
the multi-scale feature maps, conditioned on the visual
prompts. For the j-th prompt, the query feature Q;- after
cross attention is computed as:

= (4)

o - MSDeformAttn(Q;, b;, { f;} =), box
77| MSDeformAttn(Q;, pj, { £}, ), point

Deformable attention [55] was initially employed to
address the slow convergence problem encountered in
DETR [1]. In our approach, we condition deformable at-
tention on the coordinates of visual prompts, i.e., each query
will selectively attend to a limited set of multi-scale image
features encompassing the regions surrounding the visual
prompts. This ensures the capture of visual prompt embed-
dings representing the objects of interest. Following the ex-
traction process, we use a self-attention layer to regulate the
relationships among different queries and a feed-forward
layer for projection. The output of the global content query
will be used as the final visual prompt embedding V.

V = FFN(SelfAttn(Q’))[—1] (5)

Text Prompt Encoder. We employ the text encoder of
CLIP [32] to encode category names or short phrases and
use the [CLS] token output as the text prompt embedding,
denoted as 7T'.

Box Decoder. We employ a DETR-like decoder for box
prediction. Following DINO [49], each query is formulated
as a 4D anchor coordinate and undergoes iterative refine-
ment across decoder layers. We employ the query selection
layer proposed in Grounding DINO [24] to initialize the an-
chor coordinates (z,y,w, h). Specifically, We compute the
similarity between the encoder feature and the prompt em-
beddings and select indices with similarity of top 900 to
initialize the position embeddings. Subsequently, the detec-
tion queries utilize deformable cross-attention [55] to focus
on the encoded multi-scale image features and are used to
predict anchor offsets (Ax, Ay, Aw, Ah) at each decoder
layer. The final predicted boxes are obtained by summing
the anchors and offsets:

(Az, Ay, Aw, Ah) = MLP(Qgec) (6)
Box = (z + Az, y + Ay, w + Aw,h + Ah)  (7)

Where Q)g.. are predicted queries from the box decoder.
Instead of using a learnable linear layer to predict class
labels, following previous open-set object detection meth-
ods [19, 24], we utilize the prompt embeddings as the
weights for the classification layer:

Label =V - Q.. : RY*P x RPN 5 RN ()

Where C' denotes the total number of visual prompt
classes, and IV represents the number of detection queries.

Both visual prompt object detection and open-
vocabulary object detection tasks share the same image
encoder and box decoder.

3.2. Region-Level Contrastive Alignment

To integrate both visual prompt and text prompt within one
model, we employ region-level contrastive learning to align
these two modalities. Specifically, given an input image and
K visual prompt embeddings V' = (v1,...,vk) extracted
from the visual prompt encoder, along with the text prompt
embeddings T' = (¢, ...,tx) for each prompt region, we
calculate the InfoNCE loss [30] between the two types of
embeddings:

K
1 3 exp(v; - t;)
Ealign = *? log ZK
i=1

=1 exp(v; - 1))

€))

The contrastive alignment can be regarded as a mutual
distillation process, whereby each modality contributes to
and benefits from the exchange of knowledge. Specifically,
text prompts can be seen as a conceptual anchor, around
which diverse visual prompts can converge so that the vi-
sual prompt can gain general knowledge. Conversely, the
visual prompts act as a continuous source of refinement for
text prompts. Through exposure to a wide array of visual
instances, the text prompt is dynamically updated and en-
hanced, gaining depth and nuance.

3.3. Training Strategy and Objective

Visual prompt training strategy. For visual prompt train-
ing, we adopt the strategy of “current image prompt, current
image detect”. Specifically, for each category in a training
set image, we randomly choose between one to all available
GT boxes to use as visual prompts. We convert these GT
boxes into their center point with a 50% chance for point
prompt training. While using visual prompts from different
images for cross-image detection training might seem more
effective, creating such image pairs poses challenges in an
open-set scenario due to inconsistent label spaces across
datasets. Despite its simplicity, our straightforward train-
ing strategy still leads to strong generalization capability.

Text prompt training strategy. 7-Rex2 uses both detection
data and grounding data for text prompt training. For detec-
tion data, we use the category names in the current image as
the positive text prompt and randomly sample negative text
prompts in the remaining categories. For grounding data,
we extract positive phrases corresponding to the bounding
boxes and exclude other words in the caption for text input.
Following the methodology of DetCLIP [46, 47], we main-
tain a global dictionary to sample negative text prompts for
grounding data, which are concatenated with the positive



text prompts. This global dictionary is constructed by se-
lecting the category names and phrase names that occur
more than 100 times in the text prompt training data.
Training objective. We employ the L1 loss and GIOU [36]
loss for box regression. For classification loss, following
Grounding DINO [24], we apply a contrastive loss that mea-
sures the difference between the predicted objects and the
prompt embeddings. Specifically, we calculate the simi-
larity between each detection query and the visual prompt
or text prompt embeddings through a dot product to pre-
dict logits, followed by the computation of a sigmoid fo-
cal loss [21] for each logit. The box regression and clas-
sification loss are initially employed for bipartite match-
ing [1] between predictions and ground truths. Subse-
quently, we calculate the final losses between ground truths
and matched predictions, incorporating the same loss com-
ponents. We use auxiliary loss after each decoder layer and
after the encoder outputs. Following DINO [49], we also
use denoising training to accelerate convergence. The final
loss takes the following form:

Liotal = Leis + L1 + Laou + LpN + Latign (10)

We adopt a cyclical training strategy that alternates between
text prompts and visual prompts in successive iterations.

3.4. Four Inference Workflows

T-Rex2 offers four different workflows by combining text
prompts and visual prompts in different ways.

Text prompt workflow. This workflow exclusively em-
ploys text prompts for object detection, which is the same as
open-vocabulary object detection. This workflow is suitable
for the detection of common objects, where the text prompt
can provide clear descriptions.

Interactive visual prompt workflow. This workflow is de-
signed around a core principle of user-driven interactivity.
Given the initial output of 7-Rex2 from the user-provided
prompts, users can refine the detection results by adding
additional prompts on missed or falsely-detected objects,
based on the visualization result. This iterative cycle al-
lows users to fine-tune 7-Rex2’s performance interactively,
ensuring precise detection. This interactive process remains
fast and resource-efficient, as 7-Rex2 is a late fusion model
that only requires the image encoder to forward once.
Generic Visual Prompt Workflow. In this workflow, users
can customize visual embeddings for specific objects by
prompting 7-Rex2 with an arbitrary number of example im-
ages. This capability is crucial for generic object detection
since a class of object may have very diverse instances, thus
we need a certain amount of visual examples to represent it.
Let V1, Vs, ..., V,,, represent the visual embeddings obtained
from n different images, the generic visual embeddings V'

are computed as the mean of these embeddings.
1
V=-3V (1)

Mixed Prompt Workflow. After the alignment between
visual and text prompts, they can be used for inference at
the same time. This fusion is achieved by averaging their
respective embeddings.

T+V

5 12)

Prhixed =
In this workflow, text prompts contribute to a broad contex-
tual understanding, while visual prompts add precision and
concrete visual cues.

4. Experiments
4.1. Data Engines

For each modality, specialized data engines are designed to
curate data suitable for their respective training needs.
Data engine for text prompt. 7-Rex2 supports the in-
tegration of both detection and grounding data for train-
ing. Following [19, 24], we utilize detection datasets Ob-
jects365 [39], Openlmages [13], along with the ground-
ing dataset GoldG [11] for training. To enhance the text
prompt capabilities of 7-Rex2, we also make extensive use
of pseudo-labeled data from image caption datasets and im-
age classification datasets. Specifically, for image caption
data in Conceptual Captions [40] and LAION400OM [37]
datasets, we use spaCy to extract noun chunks from image
captions and use these noun chunks to prompt Grounding
DINO [24] to get boxes. For image classification data in
the Bamboo [51] dataset, we simply use the category of the
current image to prompt Grounding DINO [24]. In total,
we use 3.15M labeled images and 3.39M pseudo-labeled
images for text prompt training.

Data engine for visual prompt. The training process for
visual prompts is to use a portion of the GT box or its
center point in the current image as the input. Thus we
can leverage established detection datasets including Ob-
jects365 [39], Openlmages [13], HierText [26], Crowd-
Human [38] for the initial training. Meanwhile, to make
the data for visual prompt sufficiently diversified, we con-
structed a data engine to harvest data from SA-1B [12]. This
data engine operates through a self-training loop, compris-
ing two phases: 1) Initial training stage: In this stage,
we first train an initial version of 7-Rex2 with only visual
prompt modality on the aforementioned datasets, endowing
it with preliminary capabilities for interactive object detec-
tion. 2) Annotation stage: With the initial model, we then

https://spacy.io/
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COCO-Val LVIS ODinW Roboflow100
Prompt Zero-Shot Zero-Shot Zero-Shot Zero-Shot
Method Type ~ Dackbone ——liren minival-804 val-1203 35val T00val
AP AP APy AP. AP. | AP APy AP, AP, | APyy APyeq AP,
GLIP-T [19] Text Swin-T 46.7 260 310 214 208|172 255 125 10.1 19.6 5.1 -
GLIP-L [19] Text Swin-L 49.8 373 415 343 282|269 354 233 17.1 | 234 11.0 8.6
Grounding DINO [24] Text Swin-T 48.4 274 327 233 181 - - - - 223 11.9 -
Grounding DINO [24] Text Swin-L 52,5 339 388 307 222 - - - - 26.1 18.4 -
DetCLIPv2 [47] Text Swin-T - 404 40.0 41.7 36.0 - - - - - - -
DetCLIPv2 [47] Text Swin-L 447 437 463 43.1 - - - - - - -
DINOv [17] Visual-G  Swin-T - - - - - - - - 14.9 5.4 -
DINOv [17] Visual-G ~ Swin-L - - - - - - - - - 15.7 4.8 -
T-Rex2 Text Swin-T 45.8 428 465 39.7 374 | 348 412 315 29.0 | 18.0 4.7 8.2
T-Rex2 Visual-G ~ Swin-T 38.8 374 418 339 299|349 41.1 303 324 | 23.6 17.5 174
T-Rex2 Text Swin-L 522 549 56.1 548 49.2 | 458 502 432 427 | 220 7.3 10.5
T-Rex2 Visual-G ~ Swin-L 46.5 47.6 495 460 454 | 453 495 420 438 | 278 20.5 18.5

Table 1. One suit of weights for zero-shot object detection.
signifies regions favoring visual prompts.

utilize it to annotate the data in SA-1B. SA-1B has tremen-
dous boxes for objects at all granularity. However, the box
has no semantic labels, which is not suitable for object de-
tection training. Thus, we employ TAP [31] to annotate
each box with a category name from a dictionary of 2560
classes. We then adopt the following filtering strategy: if an
image has at least one category with a number of instances
greater than a certain threshold, it is reserved. However in
SA-1B, not all objects have boxes, so we use the original
GT box as the interactive visual prompt input and use the
initial 7-Rex2 to annotate the missing labeled boxes. In to-
tal, we use 2.4M labeled images and 0.65M pseudo-labeled
images for visual prompt training.

4.2. Model Details

T-Rex?2 is built upon DINO [49]. We utilize Swin Trans-
former [25] as the vision backbone, followed by six layers
of transformer encoder layers. We use CLIP-B [32] as the
text encoder and fine-tune it. For the visual prompt encoder,
we stack three layers of deformable cross-attention layer
and set the hidden dimension of the feed-forward layer to
1024. We use AdamW [27] as the optimizer and set the
learning rate to le-5 for backbone and text encoder, and le-
4 for all other modules.

4.3. Settings and Metrics

For the object detection task, we evaluate in zero-shot set-
ting, i.e. 7T-Rex2 will not be trained on evaluation bench-
marks. We report the AP metric on COCO [20], LVIS [8],
ODinW [15] and Roboflow100 [2]. The COCO dataset en-
compasses 80 common categories. In contrast, the LVIS
dataset is characterized by a long-tailed category distribu-
tion with 1203 categories. These categories are further seg-
mented into three distinct groups: frequent, common, and
rare, with a ratio of 405:461:337 for the val split, and
389:345:70 for the minival split [11]. The ODinW and
Roboflow100 datasets contain 35 and 100 datasets collected

denotes regions where text prompt excels over visual prompt, while

from Roboflow, respectively, covering a variety of scenar-
ios including aerial, video games, underwater, documents,
real world, efc., with long-tailed categories.

We compare several different evaluation protocols for 7-
Rex2 under different workflows.

Text: In this protocol, we use all the category names of
the benchmark as text prompt inputs, consistent with the
previous open-vocabulary object detection setting.

Visual-G (Generic): In this protocol, 7-Rex2 works on
the generic visual prompt workflow. We extract visual
prompt embeddings from the training set images of each
benchmark for each category. Taking COCO as an example,
we first randomly sample N images for each category that
has at least one instance of that category. Next, we extract
N visual embeddings for each category using the GT box
of each image as input for visual prompting. Subsequently,
we compute the average of these N embeddings for each
category. These averaged visual embeddings (a total of 80
embeddings) will be used for evaluation. By default, N is
set to 16. For each test image, we will repeat this process.

Visual-I (Interactive): In this protocol, 7-Rex2 works
on the interactive visual prompt workflow. Given a test im-
age, suppose it has M categories, then for each category, we
randomly select one GT box (or convert it to its center point)
in the current image as the visual prompt input for this cate-
gory. This protocol is relatively easier than Visual-G as we
know the category of the test set images in advance, as well
as being provided with a GT box. However, despite its sim-
plicity, interactive object detection boasts a wide range of
application scenarios, including automatic annotation, ob-
ject counting, efc.

4.4. Zero-Shot Generic Object Detection

In this study, we explore the zero-shot object detection
capabilities of 7-Rex2 across four distinct benchmarks:
COCO, LVIS, ODinW, and Roboflow100. The term zero-

https://universe.roboflow.com/



COCO-Val LVIS ODinW Roboflow100
Prompt Zero-Shot Zero-Shot Zero-Shot Zero-Shot
Method Type Backbone —7re5 minival-804 val-1203 35val 100val
AP AP AP, AP, AP, | AP AP; AP. AP, | AP,, AP, APyuq
T-Rex2  Visual-I (Box) Swin-T 56.6 593 546 635 644|626 573 637 719 37.7 39.3 30.6
T-Rex2  Visual-I (Box) Swin-L 58.5 625 579 66.1 70.1 | 658 612 673 726 39.7 38.1 30.2
T-Rex2  Visual-I (Point)  Swin-T 543 574 521 623 632 | 60.0 545 609 688 34.8 349 27.7
T-Rex2  Visual-I (Point)  Swin-L 56.8 60.6 564 642 653|638 59.1 651 711 375 35.7 27.8
Table 2. One suit of weights for interactive object detection.
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1.00 Bt SOTmon 2 Table 3. Few-shot object counting results on FSC147 [33] and

0 200 400 600 300 1000 1200 FSCD-LVIS [29] datasets.
categories ranked by descending order of frequency
Figure 4. Compare the performance difference between text

prompt and visual prompt on the long-tailed dataset LVIS-val. The
vertical axis is the difference between the AP of text prompts and
visual prompts on each category. The horizontal axis shows the
categories of LVIS in descending order of their frequency of oc-
currence in the text prompt training data. Text :Visual refers
to the number of times each has won in the current interval.

shot refers to the methodological approach where the eval-
uation benchmarks were not exposed to the model during
its training phase, possibly encompassing novel categories
and image distributions. As shown in Tab. 1, we observe
that text prompt and visual prompt can cover different sce-
narios respectively. Text prompt demonstrates superior per-
formance in scenarios with relatively common categories.
For instance, under the generic visual prompt and Swin-T
backbone setting, text prompts surpass visual prompts by a
margin of 7 AP points on COCO (80 categories). Similarly,
in LVIS-minival (804 categories), text prompts achieve a
5.4 AP point advantage over visual prompts. Conversely, in
scenarios characterized by long-tailed distributions, visual
prompts exhibit a more robust performance compared to
text prompts. Specifically, on LVIS-val (1203 categories),
visual prompt leads by 3.4 AP points in the rare group,
and by 5.6 AP points on ODinW as well as 9.2 AP points
on Roboflow 100, underscoring its efficacy in handling less
common objects.

In Fig. 4, we show the per-category AP difference be-
tween visual prompt and text prompt on the LVIS bench-
mark. We rank the categories of the LVIS dataset in de-

scending order of their frequency of occurrence in the train-
ing set. Our analysis shows that text prompts perform better
in recognizing common categories with higher occurrence
frequencies. In contrast, visual prompts excel in identifying
rarer categories as the frequency decreases. This indicates
that text prompts are suited for common concepts, while vi-
sual prompts are more effective for rare categories.

4.5. Zero-Shot Interactive Object Detection

T-Rex?2 also showcases strong interactive object detection
capabilities. As shown in Tab. 2, the interactive vi-
sual prompt significantly outperforms both text prompt and
generic visual prompt strategies. However, this comparison
may not be entirely equitable, as under the Visual-I setting
we have the prior about the categories present in the test
image. To provide more insight, we evaluate 7-Rex2 on the
few-shot object counting task. In this task [10, 22, 29, 41],
each test image will be provided with three visual exemplar
boxes of the target object and requires to output the num-
ber of the target object. We evaluate on FSC147 [33] and
FSCD-LVIS [29] datasets. Both datasets comprise scenes
with densely populated small objects. Specifically, FSC147
typically features single-target scenes, where generally only
one type of object is present per image, whereas FSCD-
LVIS mainly includes multi-target images. We report the
Mean Average Error (MAE) metric for FSC147 and the
AP metric for FSCD-LVIS. Following previous work [10],
we use the visual exemplar boxes as the interactive visual
prompt. As shown in Tab. 3, 7T-Rex2 achieves competitive
results compared with the previous SOTA algorithm T-Rex.



text M@ A

text H @A
visual @ o a

n
[vlsua] 0o a ] e

[
> *
100 100
-100 -75 -5.0 <25 0.0 25 5.0 75 10.0 -100 -75 -5.0 =25 0.0

(a) w/o contrastive align

50 75 100

(b) w/ contrastive align

Figure 5. t-SNE [43] visualization of text prompt and visual
prompt embeddings. We pick the first 10 categories in COCO
training set and randomly sample 30 images for each category to
get visual prompts.

While not matching T-Rex in terms of MAE, T-Rex2 per-
forms better than T-Rex in terms of AP, which measures
the overall detection accuracy. This result suggests that 7-
Rex2’s interactive capabilities are highly capable in dense
and small object scenarios.

4.6. Ablation Experiments

Ablation of naive joint training. As demonstrated in Tab.
4 (first two rows), the general detection capability of the vi-
sual prompt is notably poor (14.0 AP on COCO and 15.3 AP
on LVIS-val) when the two prompt modalities are trained
separately. The core of the issue lies in the diversity and
variance of visual data. For example, when the model is
trying to understand what makes a chair when every ex-
ample the model sees is drastically different from the last.
Without a consistent context, it is challenging for the model
to form a general concept solely with visual prompts. Upon
joint training (second two rows in Tab. 4), the efficacy of
visual prompts significantly improves. This improvement
suggests that the combination of textual context with visual
data helps the model form more stable and generalizable
representations. However, the naive joint training without
explicit alignment between the two prompts somewhat re-
duce the effectiveness of text prompts, as both AP on COCO
and LVIS dropped.

The observed decline in text prompt capability could be
due to the added complexity of multitask learning. We use
t-SNE [43] to visualize the distribution of text prompt and
visual prompt embeddings in Fig. 5a. We find that the cor-
responding text prompt and visual prompt embeddings are
separated in the feature space, instead of gathered. There-
fore the region feature cannot be simultaneously aligned to
both the text prompt and the visual prompt, thus making the
learning process more challenging.

Ablations of contrastive alignment. As presented in Tab.
4 (last two rows), employing contrastive alignment can lead
to improved performance for both text and visual prompts.
With contrastive alignment, the distribution between text

Training Prompt COCO-Val LVIS-Val
Strategy Type Zero-Shot Zero-Shot
AP AP AP, AP, APy
Text Prompt Only Text 46.4 32.8 32.1 32.0 34.0
Visual Prompt Only | Visual-G 14.0 15.3 8.6 11.3 22.8
‘W/O Contrastive Text 44.4 322 28.2 28.9 37.6
Alignment Visual-G 38.7 30.2 29.4 26.9 38.7
W/ Contrastive Text 45.8(+1.4) | 34.8(+2.6) 29.0(+0.8) 31.5(+2.6) 41.2(+3.6)
Alignment Visual-G | 38.8(+0.1) | 34.9(+4.7) 32.4(+3.0) 30.3(+3.4) 41.1(+2.4)

Table 4. Ablationon the proposed text-visual synergy.

Prompt COCO-Val LVIS-Val
# Prompts Type Zero-Shot Zero-Shot
AP AP AP, AP, APy
1 Visual-G 29.2 262 276 213 309
4 Visual-G 329 329 320 282 387
16 Visual-G 38.8 349 324 303 4l1.1
32 Visual-G 41.3 35.1 322 303 417
64 Visual-G 41.4 352 324 304 418

Table 5. Ablation experiments on the number of visual prompts
and their generic object detection capabilities

prompt and visual prompt is more structured as shown in
Fig. 5b: text prompts act as anchors and visual prompts
cluster around them. This distribution means that visual
prompts can learn or derive general knowledge from the
closely associated text prompt, making the learning process
more efficient. Furthermore, the text prompts are more sep-
arated in the feature space compared to Fig. 5a, this indi-
cates that it allows for refinement of text prompts by ex-
posing them to a vast array of visual prompts, thus making
them more unique and better defined.

Ablation of generic visual prompt. In Tab. 5, we show
that by using more visual prompts, the generic detection ca-
pability can be gradually increased. The reason is that vi-
sual prompts are not as versatile as text prompts, so we need
a large number of visual examples to characterize a generic
concept as well as possible.

Ablation of mixed prompt. We further show the results
of mixed prompts for generic object detection. This hybrid
method aims to leverage the strengths of both modalities
to improve detection performance. In Tab. 8, the mixed
prompt on COCO achieves a result that is balanced between
text prompt and visual prompt, while on LVIS there is a fur-
ther performance improvement. We believe that this hybrid
inference workflow is more suitable for the case of long-
tailed distributions, where text prompt and visual prompt
can promote each other.

Ablation of data engines. In Tab. 6, we ablate the effec-
tiveness of the two data engines. For text prompts, intro-
ducing the Bamboo dataset improves the performance on
the LVIS dataset (+3.8AP), owing to its diverse categories,
but slightly declined performance on the COCO dataset (-
0.4AP), indicating that the model is less fitted to COCO
categories. Adding image caption data further improves
the performance on both benchmarks. For visual prompts,



COCO-Val LVIS-Minival

Model P;ompt Trglmng l;ata Zero-Shot Zero-Shot
ype a 1€ AP AP APR APC APF
Grounding DINO-T Text 0365, GoldG 1.4M 48.1 256 14.14 19.6 32.2
Grounding DINO-T Text 0365, GoldG, Cap4M 5.4M 48.4 274  18.1 23.3 32.7
T-Rex2-T Text 0365, GoldG 1.4M 46.1 349 327 329 37.1
T-Rex2-T Text 0365, GoldG, Bamboo 2.5M 45.7 38.7 353 39.4 38.8
T-Rex2-T Text 0365, GoldG, Openlmages, Bamboo, CC3M, LAION | 6.5M 46.4 393 354 40.5 39.0
T-Rex2-T Visual-G 0365, Openlmages, HierText, CrowdHuman 2.4M 41.1 38.1 258 34.4 43.7
T-Rex2-T Visual-G 0365, Openlmages, HierText, CrowdHuman, SA-1B | 3.1M 38.8 374 299 33.9 41.8
T-Rex2-T Visual-I (Box) 0365, OpenImages, HierText, CrowdHuman 2.4M 41.1 40.6 403 435 381
T-Rex2-T Visual-I (Box) | 0365, Openlmages, HierText, CrowdHuman, SA-1B | 3.1M 56.6 593 644 635 546
Table 6. Ablation of the proposed data engines.
Backbone | backbone encoder vis:glc(p:;(;;npt tC:lnCpégreY;pl decoder | FPS Imcl;']a;tivc prompt COCO-Val LVIS-Val
SwinT | 0.0318 00240 00120 00103 00180 | 1041 | 3333 combination |2eto-Shot Zero-Shot
Swinl | 01220 00929 0.0261 00116 00240 | 362 | 19.96 AP AP AP, AP. APy
Text 45.8 348 290 315 412
Table 7. Time cost for each module in 7-Rex2. Interactive FPS is Visual-G 38.8 349 324 303 41.1
the inference speed of the visual prompt encoder and the decoder. VTeXt1+G 45 370 343 338 417
1sual-

Since T-Rex?2 is a late fusion model, we only need to forward the
backbone and encoder for once, and multi-round interactions only
require running the prompt encoder and decoder.

the introduction of the SA-1B data significantly improves
the interactive capability of the model, but slightly weak-
ens its generic capability. We speculate that the observed
performance degradation may stem from the inadequacy of
simply employing TAP [31] for object classification within
SA-1B, which results in incorrect semantic learning by the
model on the SA-1B data. Future work will entail further
optimization of this data engine.

Ablation of inference speed. In this section, we measure
the inference speed of each module of T-Rex2. The exper-
iment is conducted on an NVIDIA RTX 3090 GPU with
a batch size of 1. Before measurement, we conducted a
warm-up phase to stabilize GPU performance. Inference
times were recorded over 100 iterations. The results are
shown in Tab. 7. Benefiting from the late fusion design, 7-
Rex2 can work in real-time when using the interactive visual
prompt mode. Specifically, after a user uploads a picture,
we only need to process it once with our main processing
steps (backbone and encoder) to get the image features. Any
further interactions from the user involve just running our
visual prompt encoder and decoder multiple times, which
is in a real-time manner. This quick response is especially
useful for scenarios like automatic annotation.

5. Conclusion

T-Rex2 is a promising attempt towards generic object de-
tection. We reveal the complementary advantages between
text prompts and visual prompts, and successfully align the
two prompt modalities into a single model, making it both
generic and interactive for open-set object detection. We
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Table 8. Zero-shot object detection results on mixed prompt mode.

show that these two prompt modalities can benefit from
each other and gain performance through contrastive learn-
ing. By switching between different prompt modalities in
different scenarios, 7-Rex2 demonstrates impressive zero-
shot object detection capabilities and can be used in a vari-
ety of applications. We hope that this work will bring new
insights into the field of open-set object detection and con-
tribute to further development.

Limitations. Despite the integration of text and visual
prompts showing mutual benefits within a unified model,
challenges arise. Visual prompts may sometimes interfere
with text prompts, especially in scenarios involving com-
mon objects, as indicated by the reduced performance on
the COCO benchmark when both are used together in Tab.
8. Despite this, improvements on the LVIS benchmark
highlight the potential benefits of this approach. Therefore,
further research into improving the alignment between these
modalities is essential. Moreover, the requirement for up to
16 visual examples to ensure reliable detection due to visual
diversity highlights a need for methods that enable visual
prompts to achieve similar effectiveness with fewer visual
examples.
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T-Rex2: Towards Generic Object Detection via Text-Visual Prompt Synergy

Supplementary Material

A. Model Details
A.1l. Implementation Details

For the vision backbone, we use Swin Transformer that is
pre-trained on ImageNet. For the text encoder, we use the
text encoder from the open-sourced CLIP. During Hungar-
ian matching, we only use classification loss, box L1 loss,
and GIOU loss. The loss weights are 2.0, 5.0, and 2.0,
respectively. For the final loss, we use classification loss,
box L1 loss, GIOU loss, and constrastive loss, and set the
weights to be 1.0, 5.0, 2.0, and 1.0, respectively. Follow-
ing DINO, we use contrastive denoising training (CDN) to
stabilize training and accelerate convergence.

We use automatic mixed precision for training. For the
Swin Transformer tiny model, the training is performed on
16 NVIDIA A100 GPUs with a total batch size of 128. For
the Swin Transformer large model, the training is performed
on 32 NVIDIA A100 GPUs with a total batch size of 64.

B. Data Engine Details
B.1. Text Prompt Data Engine

To collect region-text pairs from caption datasets
LAION400M and Conceptual Captions, We first use
CLIP to compute the CLIP score for each image and its
caption and retain only pairs of image descriptions with
similarity greater than 0.8. Next, we use spaCy to extract
the noun phrases in each caption and then use these nouns
to prompt the GroundingDINO model to get the box
regions corresponding to these noun phrases in the image.
Finally, we will compute the CLIP score for each box
region and its corresponding noun phrases once more, and
keep only the pairs with similarity greater than 0.8.

B.2. Image Prompt Data Engine

train
annotated T-Rex2 TAP
datasets
annotate
merge T + boxes l + categories
DetSA-1B — SA-1B
filtering

Figure 1. Workflow of the proposed image prompt data engine.

https://github.com/openai/CLIP
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Data Type Dataset # Images
Conceptual Captions | 1,840,473
Text prompt LAION400M 1,202,245
Bamboo 1,109,856

Visual Prompt SA-1B 653,285

Table 1. Data statistics of data collected from text prompt and
visual prompt engines.

We show the overview of the proposed data engine in
Fig. 1 and some examples in DetSA-1B in Fig. 2.

B.3. Data Statistics

We list the amount of data collected from the two data en-
gines in Tab. 6.

C. Advanced Capabilities for T-Rex2
C.1. Region Classification

Beyond the aforementioned three inference workflows, 7-
Rex2 also supports the capability of region classification.
The contrastive alignment between text prompts and vi-
sual prompts also unlocks the capability to classify regions
for visual prompts. Much like the zero-shot classification
approach of CLIP, we can assign category labels to vi-
sual prompts by measuring the similarity between visual
prompts and pre-computed text prompts:

exp(V - t;) )
= o 13)
lei1 exp(V : tl)

We can use predefined category names to pre-compute the
text embeddings which enable us to identify arbitrary ob-
jects through visual prompting.

We show the zero-shot region classification results on
COCO and LVIS in Tab. 2. We use each GT box as the vi-
sual prompt and compute the similarity with all the category
names in that dataset. Compared to CLIP, 7-Rex2 possesses
stronger region classification capability. We show some vi-
sualization results in Fig. 3.

C.2. Open-set Video Object Detection

Label = argmax j (

T-Rex2 can also be used for open-set video object detec-
tion. Given a video, we can extract any N frames, cus-
tomize a generic visual embedding for a certain object by
using T-Rex2’s generic visual prompt workflow, and then
use this embedding to detect all frames in the video. We
also show some visualization results in Fig. 4. Despite not


https://github.com/openai/CLIP

Figure 2. Examples in DetSA-1B.

being trained on video data, T-Rex2 can also detect objects
in videos well.
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D. More Experiment Details
D.1. Details on Object Counting Task

We evaluate 7T-Rex2 on the object counting task to show its
interactive object detection capability. Specifically, we are



Figure 3. Visualization results of region classification workflow. We use a dictionary of 2560 classes to classify the visual prompts. The

classification result is shown at the bottom right for each image.

COCO-Val LVIS-Val
Method  Backbone Zero-Shot Zero-Shot
Acc@Topl Acc@Top5 | Acc@Topl Acc@Top5
CLIP ViT-B 37.6 60.1 9.0 20.0
T-Rex2 Swin-T 72.6 89.4 40.8 67.5
T-Rex2 Swin-L 82.2 93.9 49.8 76.9

Table 2. Zero-shot region classification results. For each dataset,
we use its full categories as the classification target and calculate
the Top1 and Top5 classification accuracy. For CLIP, we crop the
region out for classification.

focusing on the few-shot object counting task. In this task,
each image will be provided with three exemplar boxes on
the current image to indicate the target object and require
the output of the number of the target object.

Settings. We conduct evaluations on the commonly used
counting dataset FSC147 and the more challenging dataset
FSCD-LVIS. FSC147 comprises 147 categories of objects
and 1190 images in the test set and FSCD-LVIS comprises
377 categories and 1014 images in the test set. Both two
datasets provide three bounding boxes of exemplar objects
for each image, which we will use as the visual prompt for
T-Rex2.

Metric. We adopt the Mean Average Error (MAE) met-
ric, a widely employed standard in object counting. The
mathematical expression is as follows:

1<,
MAE = j; et — ¢ (14)

We report MAE on the FSC147 dataset as it doesn’t provide
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ground truth boxes on test set images, and report AP on the
FSCD-LVIS dataset as it provides ground truth boxes. We
show some prediction results of T-Rex2 on the FSC147 and
FSCD datasets in Fig. 5.

D.2. Visualization Comparison with T-Rex

In Fig. 6, we compare the detection results for T-Rex and
T-Rex2. In interactive visual prompt detection mode, both
models exhibit comparable performance in single-object
scenes (where there is no interference from other objects
in the image). For multi-object scenarios, T-Rex is more
prone to false detections, whereas 7T-Rex2 exhibits fewer
false detections, indicating a better distinction between ob-
jects. This improvement is attributed to the joint training
with text and visual prompts. For generic visual prompt de-
tection mode, T-Rex2 also shows more advantages.



Figure 4. T-Rex2 on zero-shot video object detection task. We randomly sample 4 frames from a given video and customize a generic
visual embedding for an object through the generic visual prompt workflow of 7-Rex2. This visual embedding will be used for inference
for all video frames.
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Figure 5. The prediction results of 7-Rex2 on the FSC147 and FSCD-LVIS datasets, respectively.
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Figure 6. Visualization comparison between T-Rex and 7-Rex2.
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