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Abstract—Referring video object segmentation (RVOS) aims
to segment the target object in a video sequence described
by a language expression. Typical multimodal Transformer
based RVOS approaches process video sequence in a frame-
independent manner to reduce the high computational cost,
which however restricts the performance due to the lack of
inter-frame interaction for temporal coherence modeling and
spatio-temporal representation learning of the referred object.
Besides, the absence of sufficient cross-modal interactions results
in weak correlation between the visual and linguistic features,
which increases the difficulty of decoding the target information
and limits the performance of the model. In this paper, we
propose a bidirectional correlation-driven inter-frame interaction
Transformer, dubbed BIFIT, to address these issues in RVOS.
Specifically, we design a lightweight and plug-and-play inter-
frame interaction module in the Transformer decoder to effi-
ciently learn the spatio-temporal features of the referred object,
so as to decode the object information in the video sequence
more precisely and generate more accurate segmentation results.
Moreover, a bidirectional vision-language interaction module is
implemented before the multimodal Transformer to enhance
the correlation between the visual and linguistic features, thus
facilitating the language queries to decode more precise object
information from visual features and ultimately improving the
segmentation performance. Extensive experimental results on
four benchmarks validate the superiority of our BIFIT over
state-of-the-art methods and the effectiveness of our proposed
modules.

Index Terms—Referring video object segmentation, multi-
modal Transformer, bidirectional vision-language interaction,
inter-frame interaction.

I. INTRODUCTION

REFERRING video object segmentation aims to segment
the target object in a video sequence described by a

language expression [1]. This emerging multimodal task has
attracted great attention in the research community since it
provides a more natural way for human-computer interaction.
RVOS has a wide range of applications, e.g., language-based
video editing and surveillance. Compared with the semi-
supervised video object segmentation (SVOS) task [2], which
relies on the mask annotations in the first frame [3], RVOS is
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more challenging due to the diversity of language expressions
and the difficulties in exploiting the cross-modal knowledge.

Various RVOS datasets and approaches have been proposed
in the advancement of the field. For example, Khoreva et al.
[4] establishes a new benchmark for RVOS by augmenting
the popular VOS benchmark, i.e., DAVIS2017 [5], with lan-
guage descriptions. Besides, a baseline method is provided by
combining the referring expression grounding model [6] and
the segmentation model. URVOS [1] constructs the first large-
scale RVOS dataset called Refer-Youtube-VOS by annotating
the referring expressions for the Youtube-VOS dataset [7].
Recently, the multimodal Transformer based RVOS methods
[8], [9] are drawing increasing attention for their impressive
performance. They formulate RVOS as a sequence prediction
task and extent the DETR architecture [10] to generate predic-
tions for all possible objects in the video sequence prior to se-
lecting the one that matches the language description. Among
them, ReferFormer [9] leverages the language description as
the query of the multimodal Transformer decoder and produces
more accurate instance embeddings of the referred object for
the final instance sequence prediction, which achieves state-
of-the-art performance.

Despite the impressive performance of the multimodal
Transformer based RVOS methods on various benchmarks,
we contend that there is room for further improvement in
two key areas. First, traditional methods are rudimentary
and inadequate in terms of cross-modal fusion. As shown
in Fig.1 (a), to adapt the RVOS task to the DETR archi-
tecture [10], the pioneering MTTR [8] simply concatenates
the linguistic and visual features and then feeds them into
the Transformer. However, the simple concatenation ignores
the properties inherent in each modal feature and may limit
effective interactions between cross-modal features. Therefore,
the widely used cross-modal attention mechanism [11]–[13]
is applied in ReferFormer [9], where attention based cross-
modal interaction is implemented prior to the multimodal
Transformer, as shown in Fig.1 (b). Nevertheless, ReferFormer
only performs the unidirectional text-guided visual feature
enhancement, and directly adopts the raw and high-level
sentence feature without any interaction with visual features
as the language queries to decode the image features. We
argue that the weak correlation between visual and linguis-
tic features before multimodal Transformer exacerbates the
challenge of accurately decoding the object information using
language queries, and limits the further improvement of model
performance. Consequently, how to efficiently build strong
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Fig. 1. Schematic of the framework comparison between the proposed model
and previous multimodal Transformer based RVOS methods. (a) MTTR [8].
(b) ReferFormer [9]. (c) Ours (BIFIT)

correlation between the linguistic and visual features is an
essential strategy for advancing this field. Second, to miti-
gate the computational burden, both MTTR and ReferFormer
retrieve the video sequence in a frame-independent manner
and the cross-frame correlation relies heavily on the sharing
input queries, as depicted in Fig.1. However, this operation
may result in performance degradation due to the lack of
explicit inter-frame interaction in the decoder, which is crucial
for capturing temporal coherence and learning spatio-temporal
representations of the referred object. Hence, efficiently learn-
ing the spatio-temporal representation of the target object is
another indispensable strategy for further improvement.

In this study, we propose BIFIT, a bidirectional correlation-
driven inter-frame interaction Transformer for RVOS, to ac-
complish the aforementioned strategies, as illustrated in Fig.1
(c). First, based on the multimodal Transformer architec-
ture, we design an inter-frame interaction module for the
Transformer decoder. Different from the complex temporal
coherence modeling ways in video instance segmentation task,
our module is simple and can efficiently capture the temporal
coherence and learn the spatio-temporal representation of the
referred object in a plug-and-play manner. Specifically, an
inter-frame interaction layer is inserted after each decoder
layer in the Transformer. This layer initially unfolds the low-
dimensional instance embeddings generated by the frame-
independent decoding in the spatio-temporal dimension, and
then learns inter-frame global correlation and spatio-temporal
representation of queried object through self-attention mech-
anism. The instance embeddings output from the inter-frame
interaction layer are converted back to the frame-independent
state and then fed into the next decoder layer or directly
outputted from the decoder. In this manner, the multimodal
Transformer could decode more coherent object information

across the video frames and lead to more accurate segmenta-
tion results.

Subsequently, we further develop a bidirectional vision-
language interaction module and integrated it prior to the
multimodal Transformer in order to reinforce the cross-modal
correlation between the visual and linguistic features, thereby
facilitating the language queries to decode more precise object
information from visual features in the Transformer decoder.
Concretely, the bidirectional vision-language interaction mod-
ule maintains two parallel submodules that leverage the cross-
modal features to enhance visual features and linguistic fea-
tures, respectively. The strong correlation between the cross-
modal features could facilitate of the language queries based
decoding process and promote the model to decode more accu-
rate instance embedding, thereby improving the segmentation
performance of the model.

Empirical results on four benchmark datasets demonstrate
that these two straightforward and effective modules can sig-
nificantly improve the performance of multmodal Transformer
based RVOS methods and enable the BIFIT model to achieve
state-of-the-art resutls. The main contributions of this work
can be summarized as follows:

• We propose a bidirectional correlation-driven inter-frame
interaction Transformer (BIFIT) framework for RVOS,
which aims to efficiently decode precise and consistent
instance embeddings from video sequence by enhancing
the correlation between the cross-modal features and
learning the spatio-temporal target representation. BIFIT
outperforms the previous cutting-edge methods on several
benchmarks and realizes state-of-the-art performance.

• We design an inter-frame interaction module for the
Transformer decoder to efficiently model the temporal
coherence and learn the spatio-temporal representation
of the queried object, so as to decode more consistent
instance embeddings for predicting high-quality segmen-
tation results.

• We develop a bidirectional vision-language interaction
module before the multimodal Transformer to boost the
correlation between the cross-modal features, thus facili-
tating the language queries to decode more precise object
information from visual features and further improving
the model performance.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Referring Video Object Segmentation

RVOS task poses a greater challenge compared to the
SVOS, as it solely relies on the language description rather
than the object mask as object reference. RVOS can be
regarded as an extension of referring image segmentation
(RIS) [14] by extending the input from the image domain
to the video domain. Therefore, an intuitive approach for
RVOS is applying the RIS methods on the video frames
independently, e.g., RefVOS [15]. However, such an approach
fails to consider the temporal information across frames,
resulting in inconsistent target predictions due to the scene and
object appearance variations. To solve this problem, URVOS
[1] treats this task as a joint problem of RIS in an image and
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Fig. 2. Comparison of various approaches to learning target temporal coherence in video sequences. (a) IFC: Learning in encoder [26]. (b) VITA: Learning
in individual Transformer [27]. (c) Ours BIFIT: Learning in decoder.

mask propagation in a video. It proposes a unified framework
that includes a memory attention module to propagate the
target information to the current frame. To learn a more
effective target representation, VTCapsule [16] encodes each
modality in capsules while ACGA [17] designs an asymmet-
ric cross-guided attention network to enhance the linguistic
and visual features. YOFO [18] extends the online learning
based architecture in SVOS [19] to RVOS by introducing
a multi-scale cross-modal feature mining block. To capture
the spatial-temporal consistency of the referred object, LBSTI
[20] proposes to utilize language as an intermediary bridge to
accomplish explicit and adaptive spatial-temporal interaction.
MLSA [21] integrates multi-level target features to enable
more effective vision-language semantic alignment. Inspired
by the success of the query-based Transformer frameworks in
other fields [10], [22], query-based multimodal Transformers
are also explored in the RVOS task. MTTR [8] models the
RVOS task as a sequence prediction problem and processes
the video and text together in a multimodal Transformer.
ReferFormer [9] follows this idea while using the sentence
feature as the language queries to find the referred object
within the Deformable-DETR [23]. OnlineRefer [24] proposes
a simple yet effective online model using explicit query
propagation to achieve temporal association. Additionally, R2-
VOS [25] proposes the relational cycle consistency constraint
to enhance the semantic alignment between visual and textual
modalities, thus improving the segmentation accuracy.

B. Video Instance Segmentation

Video instance segmentation (VIS) [28] could provide in-
spiration for RVOS task, since VIS intends to segment all
seen objects and RVOS can be regarded as a special case of
it, i.e., segmenting referred object. DETR [10] is a widely
used architecture in object detection field, which uses a set of

object queries to infer the global context of the image and the
relationships between the objects, and then outputs a set of
predicted sequences in parallel. The idea is also introduced to
the VIS task. VisTR [22] introduces the DETR model to VIS
by treating the VIS as an end-to-end parallel sequence predic-
tion problem and using parallel sequence decoding to solve
it. However, VisTR integrates the spatio-temporal dimension
of the video features and feeds them directly into the Trans-
former, resulting in a huge computational burden and limited
instance segmentation performance. To solve this problem, as
shown in Fig.2 (a), IFC [26] proposes the inter-frame commu-
nication Transformers, which incorporates memory tokens in
the Transformer encoder to store the overall context of the
video clip and then queries the linked frame and memory
tokens independently in the decoder. The memory tokens
reduce the overhead of spatio-temporal information transfer
in the encoder and introduces the global information for
subsequent decoding of each frame. Subsequently, VITA [27]
proposes a two-stage strategy to progressively learn the spatio-
temporal representation of the objects. As presented in Fig.2
(b), VITA uses the mask2former model [29] to distill object-
specific contexts into object tokens, and then accomplishes
the video-level understanding by associating frame-level object
tokens in individual Transformer, where the generated video-
level instance embeddings guide the instance segmentation of
all the frames. Inspired by these approaches in learning the
spatio-temporal representation of the objects, we propose a
new and straightforward inter-frame interaction mechanism for
RVOS task that directly performs the inter-frame interaction
on candidate object queries of different frames during the
decoding process of the Transformer decoder. This strategy
not only efficiently realizes spatio-temporal representation
learning of the referred object across video frames but also
significantly improve the segmentation performance.
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III. METHOD

A. Overview

The overview of our proposed BIFIT is illustrated in Fig.3.
It mainly consists of four parts: the image and text encoders,
the bidirectional vision-language interaction module, the mul-
timodal Transformer with inter-frame interaction module and
the instance sequence segmentation part. During inference,
given a video sequence V = {It}Tt=1 with T frames and a
referring expression of the target object E = {el}Ll=1 with
L words, the image and text encoders first extract the multi-
level visual features of the T frames and the word feature
of the language expression, which are then fed into the
bidirectional vision-language interaction module to produce
language-enhanced visual features and the vision-enhanced
sentence feature. The Transformer encoder takes the enhanced
multi-level visual features as input and its outputs along
with the sentence feature are submitted to the Transformer
decoder, where the sentence feature serves as the language
queries to decode the object information from the frame
features and generates the instance embeddings. The inter-
frame interaction module inserted in the Transformer decoder
enables the instance embeddings for each frame with tempo-
ral coherence and spatio-temporal representation. Finally, the
instance sequence segmentation part integrates the instance
embeddings and the visual features to predict accurate seg-
mentation sequence for referred object.

B. Feature Extraction

1) Image Encoder: For the frames in the video sequence,
we adopt the image encoder to extract the multi-level visual
features of each frame independently and obtain the visual

feature sequence Fv = {Ft}Tt=1, where Ft denotes the multi-
level features for the t-th frame. Specifically, Ft is a four-level
pyramid features, in which the first three-level features are
the last three stage features of the image encoder with spatial
strides of {8, 16, 32}, and the last-level feature is obtained by
downsampling the 32-stride feature using a convolutional layer
with stride 2, thus Ft is the four-level pyramid features with
strides of {8, 16, 32, 64}.

2) Text Encoder: The linguistic feature are extracted from
the language expression using the off-the-shelf text encoder,
called RoBERTa [30]. Different from ReferFormer [9], as
illustrated in Fig.1 (b), that generates the word-level text
feature (text feature) for cross-modal fusion and the sentence-
level feature (sentence feature) for language queries, we only
need the word feature Fl ∈ RL×C , which contains the
feature embedding of each word in the language expression.
Due to its semantic richness and inclusion of more object
information, the text feature is better suited for performing
fine-grained cross-modal interactions with visual features to
generate vision-enhanced text feature and sentence feature.

C. Bidirectional Vision-Language Interaction Module

For the task of RVOS, which involves segmenting a speci-
fied object in a given video sequence based on language ex-
pression, it is crucial to align cross-modal features and transfer
semantics from the language modality to the visual modality
for accurate target object localization and segmentation.

The pioneering MTTR [8] chooses to form a simple cross-
modal fusion feature by concatenating visual and linguistic
features, which is then fed into Transformer for sequence pre-
diction. In contrast, ReferFormer proposes to use the sentence
feature of the language expression as the queries to iteratively
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interact with visual features in the Transformer decoder and
generate instance embeddings that contain representation in-
formation of the referred object. Although ReferFormer has
performed the unidirectional text-guided visual feature en-
hancement based on cross-attention, the raw sentence feature
that serves as the language queries is abstract and contains only
high-level semantic information. Furthermore, its correlation
with the visual features is weak due to their lack of close
interaction before the Transformer. We argue that the weak
correlation between high-level sentence feature and the visual
features will increases the difficulty of decoding the object
information accurately in the Transformer decoder, ultimately
constraining the model performance.

Therefore, in this paper, we devise the bidirectional vision-
language interaction module to reinforce the cross-modal
correlation between the visual and text features, and place it
before the multimodal Transformer. As shown in Fig.4, the
bidirectional interaction module is composed of two paral-
lel submodules, namely Vision Enhancement with Language
(VEwL) submodule and Language Enhancement with Vision
(LEwV) submodule. Both submodules take the raw text feature
Fl and multi-level visual feature sequence Fv as input, and the
VEwL submodule outputs the language-enhanced multi-level
visual features F

′

v while the LEwV submodule produces the
vision-enhanced sentence feature F s

l . We will describe these
two submodules in detail in the following part.

1) Language Enhancement with Vision Submodule: LEwV
submodule starts with a cross-modal interaction between text
feature and visual features, where the visual features serve as
the guidance to enhance the text feature. As shown in the left
part of Fig.4, the raw text feature Fl and the original multi-
level visual feature sequence Fv are the input of the LEwV
submodule, which is composed of a multi-head attention
layer and a multiplier layer [31]. LEwV submodule iteratively
processes the text feature and the single-level visual feature
sequence for Nl times until the text feature interacts with all
levels of the multi-level visual feature sequence. Nl denotes
the number of levels of the multi-level visual feature sequence

Fv .
The multi-head attention layer adopts the cross-attention

mechanism to accomplish the cross-modal interaction between
the text and visual features, where the text feature Fl ∈ RL×C

serves as the query (Q) and the single-level visual features
F i
v ∈ RTHiWi×C is used as the key-value pair (K-V).

Here Hi and Wi are the height and width of the i-th level
of features, and C is the channel number. For simplicity,
we present the cross-attention based cross-modal interaction
process in a single-head manner. For the i-th iteration, the
attention layer first obtains the cross-modal similarity matrix
Ai

lv ∈ RL×THiWi by computing the similarity between each
word embedding and each pixel embedding as follows:

Ai
lv = Softmax(

F i
l W

Q · (F i
vW

K)T√
dk

), (1)

where WQ,WK ∈ RC×dk are learnable linear projections.
Then we use Ai

lv to aggregate the language-related target
information in the visual features and multiply with the input
text feature F i

l to obtain the vision-enhanced text feature F i+1
l :

F i+1
l = (Ai

lvF
i
vW

V ) · F i
l , (2)

where W v is the learnable linear projection. To obtain po-
sitional information, a fixed two-dimensional sinusoidal po-
sitional encoding is added to the visual features before the
cross-attention process. The raw text feature Fl is F 0

l in the
first iteration.

After the last iteration of the cross-modal interaction, the
final vision-enhanced text feature F

′

l is converted to vision-
enhanced sentence feature F s

l ∈ R1×C by performing the
poolout operation in the RoBERTa model.

2) Vision Enhancement with Language Submodule: VEwL
submodule has the same submodule architecture and input fea-
tures with the LEwV submodule, as presented in the right part
of Fig.4. However, the VEwL submodule has different running
procedure. Each level of the original multi-level visual feature
sequence F l

v interacts with the raw text feature Fl individually
via the multi-head attention layer and the multiplier layer.
Similarly, for each cross-modal interaction, the multi-head
attention layer performs the cross-attention on the text feature
Fl and the single-level visual feature sequence F i

v , where the
visual features act as the query (Q) and the text feature serves
as the key-value pair (K-V). The attention layer first derives the
cross-modal similarity matrix Ai

vl ∈ RTHiWi×L by computing
the similarity between each pixel embedding and each word
embedding as follows:

Ai
vl = Softmax(

F i
vW

Q · (FlW
K)T√

dk
), (3)

where WQ,WK ∈ RC×dk are learnable linear projections.
Then the similarity matrix is used to aggregate the vision-
related object information in the text features followed by the
multiplication with the input visual feature F i

v to obtain the
language-enhanced single-level visual feature F i′

v

F i′

v = Ai
vlFlW

V · F i
v, (4)

where WV is the learnable linear projection. To obtain posi-
tional information, we add fixed one-dimensional sinusoidal
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positional encoding to the text feature before the cross-
attention operation.

After the cross-modal interaction of each level of the multi-
level visual feature sequence Fv with the raw text features
Fl, we obtain the language-enhanced multi-level visual feature
sequence F

′

v .

D. Multimodel Transformer

The multimodal Transformer aims to exploit the vision-
enhanced sentence feature and the language-enhanced multi-
level visual feature sequence to produce the target-aware
instance embeddings, which are converted to conditional con-
volution kernels to perform conditional convolution [32] on
the visual features and generate the final segmentation masks.
Here we adopt the Deformable-DETR [23] as the multimodal
Transformer like [9] and use the vision-enhanced sentence
feature F s

l as the language queries of the decoder to find the
referred object.

1) Transformer Encoder: Before feeding the language-
enhanced multi-level visual features into the Transformer
encoder, the fixed 2D positional encodings are added to
the feature maps of each frame to reinforce the position
information. After that, the encoder processes these multi-
level features in a frame-independent manner, and the result-
ing output features are then fed into the decoder. Besides,
the first three stage features of Transformer encoder output
and the backbone feature with spatial stride of 4 are sent
together into the cross-modal FPN [9] to generate the final
feature maps for segmentation, i.e., Fseg =

{
f t

seg

}T

t=1
, where

f t
seg ∈ RH

4 ×W
4 ×C , H and W are the height and width of the

input frames.
2) Transformer Decoder.: As shown in Fig.3, to enhance

the feature learning ability of the decoder, we repeat the
sentence feature for N times to generate N object queries
for each frame, following the strategy in [9]. The encoder
output, the language queries, and the learnable reference point
embeddings as in Deformable-DETR are fed into the decoder.
Then, the language queries interact with the visual features
and try to find the referred object only, resulting in the set of
Nq = T ×N instance embeddings.

Similar with [9], the decoding process of the language
queries and visual features is implemented in a frame-
independent fashion, which however leads to a lack of inter-
frame communication among the instance embeddings gener-
ated for each frame and the absence of temporal coherence
of the target object, thereby impacting the final segmen-
tation performance. To tackle this issue and introduce the
spatio-temporal representation for the instance embeddings,
we propose an inter-frame interaction module that enables the
instance embeddings of each frame to take good advantage of
the temporal information between frames, allowing for better
tracking and segmentation of the referred object in the video
sequence.

3) Inter-frame Interaction Module: Inter-frame interaction
module is a lightweight and plug-and-play module for the
multimodal Transformer decoder. The module contains several
inter-frame interaction layer, each of which is inserted behind
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each decoder layer of the Transformer to efficiently model the
temporal coherence and learn the spatio-temporal representa-
tion for the instance embeddings, as shown in Fig.5. Specif-
ically, the instance embeddings Q ∈ R(BT )×N×C generated
by the frame-independent decoding process are first unfolded
in the spatio-temporal dimension to obtain Q ∈ RB×(TN)×C .
Here B is the batch size. Then, instance embeddings Q are
fed into the standard multi-head self-attention layer and the
feed-forward network (FFN) [33], where the inter-frame global
correlation and spatio-temporal representation of the queried
object are learned. The instance embeddings output from the
inter-frame interaction layer are transformed back into the
frame-independent state, i.e., Q ∈ R(BT )×N×C , and then
sent to the next decoder layer or directly as the output of the
decoder. The inter-frame interaction layer could be formulated
as follows:

Q1 = LN(Atten(Re(Q)) +Re(Q)),

Q2 = Re(LN(FFN(Q1) +Q1)),
(5)

where Re(·) represents the reshape operation, Atten(·) repre-
sents the multi-head attention layer, LN(·) denotes the layer
normalization, and FFN(·) denotes the feed-forward network.

Here, we analyze the complexity of the added inter-frame
interaction module. The complexity of each inter-frame in-
teraction layer is O

(
C2(TN) + C(TN)2

)
. Since N is kept

small (e.g., 5) and T is constrained to a maximum of 40 due
to the hardware limitation, the computation needed for inter-
frame interaction layer almost could be neglected.

E. Instance Sequence Segmentation

As shown in 3, three prediction heads are built on top of
the decoder to further transform the Nq instance embeddings
output from the decoder, i.e., box head, mask head, and class
head. The class head predicts whether the predicted instance
is described by the expression or whether the instance is
available in the current frame. The mask head consists of three
linear layers and is responsible for predicting the parameters
of the conditional convolution kernels Ω = {ωi}

Nq

i=1, which
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are reshaped to form three 1×1 convolution kernels. The box
head is a 3-layer feed-forward network with ReLU activation
except for the last layer. It predicts the box location of the
referred object. Finally, we implement the instance sequence
segmentation and produce the final frame-order mask sequence
predictions S ∈ RT×N×W

4 ×H
4 by applying the conditional

convolution kernels Ω = {ωi}
Nq

i=1 on the corresponding feature
maps, which are the concatenation of the feature maps Fseg

and relative box coordinates as [9] did.
During the training process, the predicted instance sequence

is treated as a whole and supervised by the instance matching
strategy [22]. We denote the instance prediction sequences
as ŷ = {ŷi}Ni=1, and the predictions for the i-th instance is
denoted as:

ŷi =
{
p̂ti, b̂

t
i, ŝ

t
i

}T

t=1
, (6)

where p̂i
t ∈ R1 is the probability score predicted by the class

head for the t-th frame in the video sequence. b̂ti ∈ R4 is the
normalized coordinates that defines the center point as well as
the height and width of the prediction box. ŝti ∈ R

H
4 ×W

4 is
the predicted binary segmentation mask.

The ground truth instance sequence could be represented as
y = {ct, bt, st}Tt=1, where ct is an one-hot value that equals 1
when the ground truth instance is visible in the t-th frame and
0 otherwise. bt and st are the corresponding normalized box
coordinates and segmentation mask. To train the network, we
first locate the best prediction sequence from all the instance
prediction sequences as the positive sample by minimizing the
following matching cost:

ŷpos = argmin
ŷi∈ŷ

Lmatch (y, ŷi) , (7)

where

Lmatch (y, ŷi) = λclsLcls (c, p̂i) + λboxLbox

(
b, b̂i

)
+ λmaskLmask (s, ŝi) ,

(8)

here, Lcls is the focal loss [34], Lcls is the sum of the L1
loss and GIoU loss, and Lmask is the combination of DICE
loss [35] and binary mask focal loss. The matching cost is
calculated from each frame and normalized by the frames
number. Then the whole model is optimized by minimizing
the matching loss of the positive sample.

During inference, given a video sequence and the language
expression, BIFIT could predict N instance sequences corre-
sponding to the N queries. For each prediction sequence, we
average the predicted class probabilities over all the frames
and get the probability score set P = {pi}Ni=1, and we select
the sequence with the highest score as the final predictions of
the input video sequence without any post-process technique.

IV. EXPERIENCES

A. Datasets and Metrics

1) Datasets: The experiments are conducted on the four
popular RVOS benchmarks: Ref-Youtube-VOS [1], Ref-
DAVIS17 [4], A2D-Sentences and JHMDB-Sentences [36].
Ref-Youtube-VOS is a large-scale benchmark which covers
3471 videos with 12913 expressions in the training set and

TABLE I
COMPARISON WITH STATE-OF-THE-ART METHODS ON

REF-YOUTUBE-VOS VAL SET.

Method Backbone J&F J F

URVOS [1] ResNet-50 47.2 45.3 49.2
YOFO [18] ResNet-50 48.6 47.5 49.7
LBSTI [20] ResNet-50 49.4 48.2 50.6
MLSA [21] ResNet-50 49.7 48.4 51.0
MTTR [8] Video-Swin-T 55.3 54.0 56.6
ReferFormer [9] ResNet-50 55.6 54.8 56.5
CITD [39] ResNet-101 56.4 54.8 58.1
OnlineRefer [24] ResNet-50 57.3 55.6 58.9
R2-VOS [25] ResNet-50 57.3 56.1 58.4
ReferFormer [9] ResNet-101 57.3 56.1 58.4
BIFIT ResNet-50 59.9 58.4 61.4

TABLE II
COMPARISON WITH STATE-OF-THE-ART METHODS ON REF-DAVIS17 VAL

SET. ∗ MEANS NO FINE-TUNING ON THE REF-DAVIS17 TRAINING SET.

Method Backbone J&F J F

CMSA+RNN [40] ResNet-50 40.2 36.9 43.5
URVOS [1] ResNet-50 51.6 47.3 56.0
MLSA∗ [21] ResNet-50 52.7 50.0 55.4
LBSTI [20] ResNet-50 54.3 - -
MLSA [21] ResNet-50 57.9 53.9 62.0
ReferFormer∗ [9] ResNet-50 58.5 55.8 61.3
OnlineRefer∗ [24] ResNet-50 59.3 55.7 62.9
R2-VOS∗ [25] ResNet-50 59.7 57.2 62.4
BIFIT∗ ResNet-50 60.5 56.9 64.1

202 videos with 2096 expressions in the validation set. Ref-
DAVIS17 is split into 60 videos and 30 videos for training
and validation, respectively. We only use the validation set
for evaluation. A2D-Sentences and JHMDB-Sentences are
built by augmenting the original A2D [37] and JHMDB [38]
datasets with additional textual annotations. A2D-Sentences
consists of 3782 videos, each containing 3-5 frames that
are annotated with pixel-level segmentation masks. JHMDB-
Sentences comprises a total of 928 videos and their corre-
sponding sentences.

2) Evaluation Metrics: Following the standard evaluation
protocol [1], we use the region similarity J , contour accuracy
F , and their average value J&F for the evaluation on the
Ref-Youtube-VOS and Ref-DAVIS17 val sets. Since there is
no publicly available ground truth annotations of the Ref-
Youtube-VOS val set, we submit our predictions to the official
server to get the evaluation results. For A2D-Sentences and
JHMDB-Sentences datasets, the model is evaluated in the
metrics of Precision@K, Ovrall IoU, Mean IoU and mAP over
0.50:0.05:0.95 like [9].

B. Implementation Details

1) Model Settings: Due to the limitation of our GPUs
(four 24G RTX 3090 for ours vs eight 32G Tesla V100
for ReferFormer [9] ), we can only use the ResNet50 [41]
pre-trained on ImageNet [42] as the image encoders for both
training and inference stages, ensuring a fair comparison with
ReferFormer [9]. For the Multimodal Transformer, we adopt 4
encoder layers and 4 decoder layers with the hidden dimension
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TABLE III
COMPARISON WITH STATE-OF-THE-ART METHODS ON THE A2D-SENTENCES TEST SET.

Method Backbone Precision IoU mAPP@0.5 P@0.6 P@0.7 P@0.8 P@0.9 Overall Mean

Hu etal. [46] VGG-16 34.8 23.6 13.3 3.3 0.1 47.4 35.0 13.2
ACAN [17] I3D 55.7 45.9 31.9 16.0 2.0 60.1 49.0 27.4
CSTM [47] I3D 65.4 58.9 49.7 33.3 9.1 66.2 56.1 39.9
CMPC-V [48] I3D 65.5 59.2 50.6 34.2 9.8 65.3 57.3 40.4
MTTR [8] Video-Swin-T 72.1 68.4 60.7 45.6 16.4 70.2 61.8 44.7
LBSTI [20] ResNet-50 73.0 67.4 59.0 42.1 13.2 70.4 62.1 47.2
ClawCraneNet [49] ResNet-50/101 70.4 67.7 61.7 48.9 17.1 63.1 59.9 49.4
ReferFormer [9] ResNet-50 78.9 75.7 68.7 51.5 17.6 74.5 66.5 51.1
BIFIT ResNet-50 80.0 77.2 70.2 53.6 19.8 74.7 67.6 52.4

C = 256. The number of language queries N = 5 and the
number of the levels of the multi-level visual features Nl = 4.

2) Training Details: The training of our model is divided
into two stages as [9]. We first pre-train our BIFIT on the
RIS datasets, including Ref-COCO [43], Ref-COCOg [43],
and Ref-COCO+ [44], with the number of frames T = 1 and
a batch size of 2 on each GPU. The model is pre-train for 10
epochs with the learning rate reduced by a factor of 0.1 at the
6th and 8th epochs. After the pre-training stage, we employ
different fine-tuning strategies to tune the model on different
RVOS training sets.

For the Ref-Youtube-VOS and Ref-DAVIS17 datasets, we
fine-tune the pre-trained model on Ref-Youtube-VOS training
set with 1 video sequence per GPU for 6 epochs, where
the learning rate is reduced by a factor of 0.1 at the 3th
and 5th epoch, respectively. Each video sequence consists
of 6 randomly sampled frames from the same video with
data augmentations applied, including random horizontal flip,
random crop, and photometric distortion. All input frames are
resized to have a short side of 360 and the maximum long side
of 640. The model is optimized using the AdamW optimizer
[45] with the initial learning rate of 1 × 10−5 for the image
and text encoders, and 5×10−5 for the rest parts. It should be
noted that the text encoder is optimized during the pre-training
phase while its parameters are frozen during the fine-tuning
process. Then, the fine-tuned BIFIT model is evaluated on
the Ref-Youtube-VOS and Ref-DAVIS17 val sets. For A2D-
Sentences and JHMDB-Sentences datasets, we fine-tune the
pre-trained model on the A2D-Sentences training set using
the same setting as Ref-Youtube-VOS. Then, we evaluate the
performance of the fine-tuned BIFIT model on both the A2D-
Sentences test set and JHMDB-Sentences dataset. The loss
weights for different losses are set as λcls = 2, λL1 = 5,
λgiou = 2 , λdice = 1, and λfocal = 1.

C. Comparison with State-of-the-Art Methods

1) Ref-Youtube-VOS val set: We compare our method with
several state-of-the-art approaches on the Ref-Youtube-VOS
val set and the results are reported in Table I. It can be
observed that our BIFIT achieves the overall J&F accuracy
of 59.9% on the Ref-Youtube-VOS val set, which outperforms
the previous methods, such as LBSTI [20], MLSA [21] and
CITD [39], with a large marge. Particularly, compared with the
ReferFormer with the same ResNet-50 backbone, our BIFIT is

4.3% higher than it at the J&F accuracy, and even surpasses
the ReferFormer with stronger ResNet-101 [41] backbones by
2.6%. BIFIT also exceeds the latest work, such as OnlineRefer
[24] and R2-VOS [25]. These results validate the superiority of
our proposed BIFIT for RVOS task and show that our method
achieves state-of-the-art performance.

2) Ref-DAVIS17 val set: We further evaluate the perfor-
mance of our proposed model on the Ref-DAVIS17 val set.
The results are summarized in Table II. Following the setting
in ReferFormer, we directly report the evaluation results using
the model trained on the Ref-Youtube-VOS training set, which
means the model is not fine-tuned on the Ref-DAVIS17
dataset. As we can see, our approach realizes the overall J&F
accuracy of 60.5%, which exceeds all the comparison meth-
ods, e.g., BIFIT is 2.0% and 1.2% higher than ReferFormer
and OnlineRefer, respectively. Moreover, compared with the
approaches that are fine-tuned on the Ref-DAVIS17 dataset,
such as URVOS [1], LBSTI [20] and MLSA [21], our model,
without fine-tuning on the target dataset, also outperforms
them by a large margin, e.g., 8.9% higher than URVOS, 6.2%
higher than LBSTI and 2.6% higher than MLSA, which shows
the good generalization of our model. These results further
validate the effectiveness of the bidirectional correlation-driven
inter-frame interaction Transformer for solving RVOS task.

3) A2D-Sentences test set: We further evaluate the perfor-
mance of the proposed BIFIT on the A2D-Sentences test set
and compare it with other cutting-edge methods. The results
are presented in Table III. It can be observed that our approach
achieves remarkable 52.4% mAP, 74.7% overall IoU and
67.6% mean IoU, which surpasses all the previous methods.
Concretely, compared with the models using the powerful
spatial-temporal backbones, our model delivers better results,
e.g., a gain of 12.0 mAP over CMPC-V [48] with the I3D
backbone [50] and 7.7 mAP over MTTR [8] using the Video-
Swin-T. For the methods with the same ResNet-50 backbone,
e.g., LBSTI [20] and ReferFormer [9], BIFIT surpasses it in
all metrics.

4) JHMDB-Sentences: We also assess the performance
of our model on JHMDB-Sentences without fine-tuning to
further demonstrate the generalization of our approach. As
included in Table IV, our method beats all the comparison
methods on all metrics, except on mAP, which is slightly lower
than ClawCraneNet [49] by 0.3%. Particularly, our method
outperforms ReferFormer by 1.2% and 0.6% on the mAP and
mean IoU, respectively.
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TABLE IV
COMPARISON WITH STATE-OF-THE-ART METHODS ON THE JHMDB-SENTENCES.

Method Backbone Precision IoU mAPP@0.5 P@0.6 P@0.7 P@0.8 P@0.9 Overall Mean

Hu etal. [46] VGG-16 63.3 35.0 8.5 0.2 0.0 54.6 52.8 17.8
ACAN [17] I3D 75.6 56.4 28.7 3.4 0.0 57.6 58.4 28.9
CSTM [47] I3D 78.3 63.9 37.8 7.6 0.0 59.8 60.4 33.5
CMPC-V [48] I3D 81.3 65.7 37.1 7.0 0.0 61.6 61.7 34.2
MTTR [8] Video-Swin-T 91.0 81.5 57.0 14.4 0.1 67.4 67.9 36.6
LBSTI [20] ResNet-50 86.4 74.4 53.3 13.2 0.0 64.5 65.8 41.1
ClawCraneNet [49] ResNet-50/101 88.0 79.6 56.6 14.7 0.2 64.4 65.6 43.3
ReferFormer [9] ResNet-50 95.6 87.8 65.4 19.0 0.2 72.0 70.9 41.8
BIFIT ResNet-50 95.8 88.2 66.5 20.2 0.3 72.1 71.5 43.0

Query: a red cloth being held by a person wearing black pants

(a)

(b)

(c)

Query: a brown and black rabbit is sitting on a scale to the left of a person

(a)

(b)

(c)

Fig. 6. Visualization comparison. (a) MTTR [8]. (b) ReferFormer [9]. (c) Our BIFIT.

Fig.6 presents the visualization comparison between MTTR,
ReferFormer and our BIFIT. We can intuitively observe that
BIFIT exhibits superior performance compared to MTTR and
ReferFormer in terms of the accuracy and consistency of
prediction results across frames. Furthermore, we visualize
more referring video object segmentation results in Fig.7,
which demonstrates that BIFIT could cope well with chal-
lenging scenarios such as small object, occlusion, and dynamic
appearance changes. These results further validate the efficacy
of our proposed BIFIT.

D. Model analysis

In this part, we perform extensive ablation experiments to
investigate the influence of the core components of our BIFIT
as well as the impacts of different model settings. Unless
otherwise noted, all of the experiments are conducted on
the Ref-Youtube-VOS dataset.

1) Components Analysis: To explore the influence of the
key components of our model, we first build a baseline model
which is the BIFIT without the bidirectional vision-language
interaction module and the inter-frame interaction module.
As shown in Table V, the baseline model obtains an overall
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Query: a green bucket is behind a brown bear on the grass

Query: a boat on the sea

Query: a white rabbit walking and hopping on a couch

Query: a gold fish on the left swimming towards the top right 

Fig. 7. Visualization results of our proposed BIFIT on Ref-DAVIS17 and Ref-YouTube-VOS.

TABLE V
ABLATION STUDY OF DIFFERENT COMPONENTS OF THE PROPOSED BIFIT.

IFI DENOTES INTER-FRAME INTERACTION MODULE. BVLIM DENOTES
BIDIRECTIONAL VISION-LANGUAGE INTERACTION MODULE.

Method BVLIM IFI J&F J FVEwL LEwV

Baseline 54.0 52.9 55.1
BIFIT ✓ 55.8 55.0 56.6
BIFIT ✓ 55.1 53.7 56.5
BIFIT ✓ ✓ 57.1 55.9 58.3

BIFIT ✓ 55.3 54.4 56.3
BIFIT ✓ ✓ 58.8 57.4 60.2
BIFIT ✓ ✓ 57.6 56.4 58.7

BIFIT ✓ ✓ ✓ 59.9 58.4 61.4

J&F accuracy of 54.0%. When we add the VEwL and LEwV
submodules on the baseline, the J&F accuracy of base-
line model increases to 55.8% and 55.1%, respectively. The
full bidirectional vision-language interaction module (BVLM)
brings a 3.1 J&F accuracy gains to the baseline. When
only inter-frame interaction (IFI) module is integrated to the
baseline, J&F accuracy of the new model increases by 1.3%
to 55.3%, which is not as significant an improvement as
BVLM. The phenomenon can be attributed to the absence
of early cross-modal interactions, which results in language
queries failing to generate discriminative instance embeddings
and consequently impacting the efficacy of the inter-frame
interaction module. Therefore, when the VEwL and LEwV
submodules are imposed on the baselien with IFI module,
the new models improve by 3.5% and 2.3% to 58.8% and
57.6% J&F accuracy, respectively. This observation suggests

TABLE VI
MODEL ANALYSIS OF DIFFERENT SETTINGS IN THE BIDIRECTIONAL

VISION-LANGUAGE INTERACTION MODULE.

Method Settings J&F J F

Interaction Strategies

BIFIT Attention+Multiply 59.9 58.4 61.4
BIFIT Attention+FFN 58.7 57.4 60.1

Interaction Procedure of VEwL submodule

BIFIT Fixed 59.9 58.4 61.4
BIFIT Dynamic 58.0 56.7 59.3

that more discriminative instance embeddings generated in the
decoder can enhance the efficacy of the IFI module. Finally,
equipped with both proposed modules, our BIFIT realizes the
best 59.9% J&F accuracy.

2) Bidirectional Vision-Language Interaction Module: In
this study, we explore the impact of different settings in
the bidirectional vision-language interaction module. The first
is the interaction strategy between visual and text features.
We design two types of interaction settings, i.e., ’Attention
+ Multiply’, and ’Attention + FFN’. The former setting is
adopted in BIFIT and the later is a common paradigm. The
experimental results are reported in Table VI. It can be seen
that the BIFIT with the default setting performs better than
the one with the later setting, which means that the ’Attention
+ Multiply’ strategy may be more suitable for cross-modal
interaction.

The second setting is the interaction procedure of the VEwL
submodule. In our model, we use the fixed raw text feature
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J&F

Fig. 8. Ablation study of the superiority of IFI module on Ref-DAVIS17 and
Ref-YoutubeVOS.

TABLE VII
ABLATION STUDY OF THE GENERALIZATION OF IFI MODULE.

Method Backbone J&F J F

MTTR (w=8) Video-Swin-T 53.0 51.4 54.6
MTTR (w=8) + IFI Video-Swin-T 54.0 52.5 55.5

ReferFormer ResNet-50 55.6 54.8 56.5
ReferFormer + IFI ResNet-50 58.4 57.0 59.8

to interact with each level of the multi-level visual features.
Here we study the another interaction procedure that the next
level of the visual feature is interacted with the dynamically
updated text feature from the last cross-modal interaction.
The results are presented in Table VI. It can be observed
that BIFIT with the fixed text feature setting outperforms the
one with dynamical text feature setting by about 2% J&F
accuracy. The reason may be that the essential information in
the raw text feature is not corrupted by the iterative interaction
processes, thus making it more suitable for the cross-modal
interaction with visual features.

3) Inter-frame Interaction Module: Here, we investigate the
superiority and generalization of the inter-frame interaction
module. First, we examine the superiority of our IFI module
on Ref-DAVIS17 and Ref-YoutubeVOS val sets by comparing
it with the strategies in IFC [26] and VITA [27]. For IFC,
we replace the inter-frame interaction Transformer of our
BIFIT with the inter-frame communication Transformers in
IFC to achieve temporal correlation. For VITA, we remove
the IFI module and attach the Transformer in VITA behind
the multimodal Transformer of BIFIT to associate frame-level
object tokens. The results are presented in Fig.8. It can be
observed that the BIFIT with our IFI moudle achieves the best
performance on both datasets, which verifies the superiority
of the IFI module. Second, to evaluate the generalization
of the IFI module, we apply it to the decoders of other
multimodal Transformer based ROVS methods, i.e., MTTR
[8] and ReferFormer [9], and keep all the other settings
unchanged. The results are reported in Table VII. As we can
see that IFI module brings 1.0% J&F accuracy for MTTR and
2.8% J&F accuracy for ReferFormer, thereby substantiating
the generalization of the IFI module.

4) Number of Inter-frame Interaction Layers: In this part,
we examine the effects of varying numbers of inter-frame
interaction layers that follow each decoder layer. Specifically,

TABLE VIII
ABLATION STUDY OF THE NUMBER OF INTER-FRAME INTERACTION

LAYERS. RATIO INDICATES THE RATIO OF THE NUMBERS OF THE
DECODER LAYERS AND THE SUBSEQUENT INTERACTION LAYERS.

Method Ratio J&F J F

BIFIT 1:2 58.2 56.8 59.6
BIFIT 2:1 57.1 55.7 58.4
BIFIT 1:1 59.9 58.4 61.4

Frame number

J&F (a)

Query number

J&F (b)

Fig. 9. Ablation studies of the number of training frames and the number of
the query embeddings.

we assess the performance of BIFIT with varying ratios,
which means the ratio of the number of decoder layers and
subsequent interaction layers. We perform the experiments
with ratios of 1:2, 2:1 and 1:1, and the results are reported
in Table VIII. As we can observe that when the ratio is
1:1, the BIFIT model could achieve the best performance and
significantly exceeds the models with other ratio settings. Thus
we use the ratio of 1:1 as the default setting of BIFIT.

5) Number of Training Frames: Here, we explore the
influence of the number of the training frames during the fine-
tuning stage on the model performance. The experiments were
conducted using 4, 5, and 6 training frames, respectively. The
results are presented in Fig. 9 (a). It can be seen that as the
number of training frames increases, the performance of the
model improves gradually, and we get the best performance of
59.9% J&F accuracy using 6 training frames during training
process. It is worth noting that the maximum number of
training frames we can set is limited to 6 due to constraints on
our GPU memory. Therefore, increasing the number of frames
may lead to further improvement in model accuracy.
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6) Number of language queries: In this study, we investi-
gate the impact of varying numbers of language queries on
model performance. We conduct experiments with language
queries number of 4, 5 and 6, respectively. The experimental
results are depicted in Fig. 9 (b). We can observe that the
BIFIT model attains the best accuracy when using 5 language
queries, and more language queries, e.g., 6 language queries,
can even degrade the performance. Therefore, we choose
N = 5 as the number of language queries for BIFIT.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose a bidirectional correlation-driven
inter-frame interaction Transformer, termed BIFIT, to solve the
issues of inter-frame interaction and cross-modal correlation
in the multimodal Transformer based RVOS methods. We
design the lightweight and effective inter-frame interaction
module and insert it into the multimodal Transformer decoder
to efficiently model the temporal coherence and learn the
spatio-temporal representation of the referred object, so as to
decode more consistent instance embeddings for predicting
high-quality segmentation results. Moreover, we devise the
bidirectional vision-language interaction module and place
it before the inter-frame interaction Transformer to enhance
the correlation between the cross-modal features, thus facil-
itating the language queries to decode more precise object
information from visual features and further improving the
model performance. Experimental results on four benchmarks
validate the superiority of our BIFIT over state-of-the-art
methods and the effectiveness of our proposed modules.
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