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Figure 1. Evolution of promptable segmentation within the SAM family. (a) Promptable Visual Segmentation (PVS) in SAM1/2 [9,
19] requires users’ interactive prompts, with each prompt segmenting only one object. (b) Promptable Concept Segmentation (PCS) in
SAM3 [3] supports short noun-phrase prompts (e.g., “soccer player”) to segment all instances that match the given concept. (c) To process
more complex natural-language instructions, SAM3 relies on external multi-modal agents to convert long instructions into short NPs,
which remains overly coarse to capture fine-grained conditions (red icon). (d) Promptable Instruction Segmentation (PIS) in our SAM3-I
directly interprets complex instructions (e.g., attributes, relations, actions and other reasoning cues) and effectively grounds the intended
target instance (green icon). SAM3-I firstly unifies concept-level understanding and instruction-level reasoning within the SAM family.

Abstract

Segment Anything Model 3 (SAM3) has advanced open-
vocabulary segmentation through promptable concept seg-
mentation, allowing users to segment all instances corre-
sponding to a given concept, typically specified with short
noun-phrase (NP) prompts. While this marks the first inte-
gration of language-level concepts within the SAM family,
real-world usage typically requires far richer expressions
that include attributes, spatial relations, functionalities, ac-
tions, states, and even implicit reasoning over instances.
Currently, SAM3 relies on external multi-modal agents to
convert complex instructions into NPs and then conduct it-
erative mask filtering. However, these NP-level concepts
remain overly coarse, often failing to precisely represent
a specific instance. In this work, we present SAM3-I, an
enhanced framework that unifies concept-level understand-
ing and instruction-level reasoning within the SAM family.
SAM3-I introduces an instruction-aware cascaded adapta-
tion mechanism that progressively aligns expressive instruc-

tion semantics with SAM3’s existing vision–language rep-
resentations, enabling direct instruction-following segmen-
tation without sacrificing its original concept-driven capa-
bilities. Furthermore, we design a structured instruction
taxonomy spanning concept, simple, and complex levels,
and develop a scalable data engine to construct a dataset
with diverse instruction–mask pairs. Experiments show
that SAM3-I delivers appealing performance, demonstrat-
ing that SAM3 can be effectively extended to follow natural-
language instructions while preserving its strong concept
grounding. We open-source SAM3-I and provide practical
fine-tuning workflows, enabling researchers to adapt it to
domain-specific applications. The source code is available
here.

1. Introduction
Semantic segmentation [7,9,21] is a fundamental task in

visual understanding. Traditional methods [8, 14] have pri-

Preliminary version; work in progress.
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marily targeted explicit instance segmentation, where each
pixel is assigned to one of a fixed set of predefined cate-
gories. However, such closed vocabularies remain consid-
erably narrower than the diverse range of instances present
in real-world scenarios. To this end, SAM3 [3] represents
an important step forward by introducing PCS, a concept-
driven paradigm that enables users to segment all related in-
stances using short NP prompts. This formulation naturally
aligns with open-vocabulary segmentation. As an example
in Fig. 1 b, a concept prompt such as “soccer player” can be
used to segment all associated instances in an image.

However, real-world interactions are typically not con-
veyed through short NPs alone; users often describe in-
stances using far richer expressions that may incorporate at-
tributes, spatial relations, functions, actions, states, or even
implicit reasoning over instances. Such descriptions often
specify a concept together with multiple conditions, e.g.,
“the soccer player on the far right, wearing a blue jersey, is
sliding on the grass to tackle the ball”, as shown in Fig. 1 c.
Handling such inputs requires the model to parse structured
semantics and accurately ground them in the scene. This
capability is essential for many open-world applications,
including home robotics [12, 17], autonomous driving [5],
and augmented reality [10, 20], where systems must follow
complex instructions to guide segmentation and decision-
making.

This leads to a natural question: Can we retain SAM3’s
strong concept recall ability gained from large-scale train-
ing while enabling it to interpret more complex instruc-
tions and ground the corresponding instances? To ap-
proximate this capability, SAM3 currently relies on external
multi-modal agents, e.g., Qwen3-VL [1], to convert long in-
structions into short NPs and then perform multiple rounds
of mask filtering process. Although workable, this agent-
driven pipeline separates linguistic reasoning from visual
segmentation, adds notable computational overhead, and
limits the model’s ability to directly align complex instruc-
tions with visual concepts. More importantly, the PCS for-
mulation constrains the agent’s final output to short NPs.
These NP-level concepts are overly coarse and often insuf-
ficient for precisely grounding specific instances described
by detailed instructions, as shown in Fig. 1 c and d.

To overcome these limitations, we present SAM3-I, an
enhanced framework that unifies concept-level understand-
ing and instruction-level reasoning within the SAM fam-
ily. SAM3-I directly interprets complex natural-language
instructions and grounds the corresponding instances that
satisfy the specified conditions, while retaining SAM3’s
strong concept recall ability. At its core, SAM3-I intro-
duces an instruction-aware cascaded adaptation mechanism
that progressively aligns expressive instruction semantics
with SAM3’s existing vision–language representations, en-
abling instruction-following segmentation without sacrific-

ing its original concept-driven capabilities.
To enable scalable instruction alignment, we further

develop a data construction pipeline that converts exist-
ing open-vocabulary segmentation datasets into a large
instruction-centric corpus. The pipeline is guided by a
structured instruction taxonomy, covering concept, sim-
ple, and complex levels of instruction, and synthesizes
diverse descriptions accordingly. Each generated in-
struction is then validated through a three-stage annota-
tion–inspection–correction procedure to guarantee faithful
grounding to its corresponding image. This process yields
a high-quality dataset that more accurately reflects the rich-
ness and diversity of natural-language expressions encoun-
tered in real-world applications.

Empirical experiments show that SAM3-I achieves ap-
pealing performance on both referring and reasoning seg-
mentation, bringing robust instruction-following capabil-
ity to the SAM family. We release SAM3-I together
with lightweight fine-tuning workflows to support future re-
search on instruction-based segmentation. Finally, we high-
light several promising directions for further exploration.

2. Preliminary: SAM Family

SAM represents a major milestone in segmentation foun-
dation models, showcasing strong cross-domain generaliza-
tion with compelling performance in diverse downstream
applications, such as medical imaging and industrial inspec-
tion [16, 21]. Central to this success is the promptable seg-
mentation paradigm introduced by the SAM1 and SAM2
series [9,19], where a user supplies points, boxes, or masks
to guide the model in segmenting a single target per prompt,
a setting known as Promptable Visual Segmentation (PVS),
as illustrated in Fig. 1 a. When combined with the large-
scale, high-quality SA-1B and SA-V datasets that provide
rich supervision signals, this paradigm forms the foundation
of the SAM family’s remarkable segmentation capability.

SAM3 extends this paradigm from single-object prompt-
ing to Promptable Concept Segmentation (PCS), allowing
the model to segment all instances of a given concept within
an image or video, as illustrated in Fig. 2 a. SAM3 ad-
vances open-vocabulary segmentation by supporting short
noun-phrase (NP) such as “soccer player” or “yellow bus”.
However, SAM3 is fundamentally designed around atomic
concept prompts, restricting text inputs to simple NPs rather
than long referring expressions or multi-condition instruc-
tions. When presented with complex instructions, SAM3
must rely on the agentic pipeline shown in Fig. 2 b, where a
multi-modal large language model (MLLM) converts long
instructions into short NPs and then conducts iterative mask
filtering to produce the final output. This multi-step process
depends heavily on external reasoning and often collapses
rich natural-language descriptions into over-simplified NP
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Figure 2. Comparison of SAM3-series pipelines. (a) SAM3 takes an image and a short NP concept as input and directly produces
segmentation outputs. (b) SAM3 + Agent handles longer instructions by prompting an MLLM1 to rewrite them into NPs and using an
MLLM2 to validate and refine SAM3’s predictions, often through multiple rounds of mask filtering. (MLLM1 and MLLM2 denote two
separate calls to the same MLLM.) Although this enables SAM3 to process long instructions, it introduces additional system complexity,
computational overhead, and may collapse detailed instructions into over-simplified NPs. (c) SAM3-I removes the agent loop entirely and
directly supports both concepts and instructions in a single pass. For clarity, the mask/point/box prompting branch is omitted.

prompts. As a result, the PCS interface inherently limits
SAM3’s ability to segment specific instances that satisfy de-
tailed natural-language conditions.

Real-world usage, however, involves expressions that go
well beyond simple NPs. This motivates us to extend SAM3
with the ability to follow rich, complex instructions while
preserving its strong concept-level grounding capability.

3. Promptable Instruction Segmentation
We extend the PCS paradigm to a more expressive

instruction-following setting, which we term Promptable
Instruction Segmentation (PIS). We formulate the instruc-
tions into three progressively finer hierarchical levels:

• i) Concept instruction represents the most atomic
form, expressed as short noun phrases (NPs) consis-
tent with SAM3.

• ii) Simple instruction retains explicit NP mentions but
augments them with additional referring conditions
such as attributes, spatial cues, or local context.

• iii) Complex instruction removes explicit NP refer-
ences and instead requires the model to identify tar-
gets by interpreting functions, actions, affordance, or
broader contextual semantics.

Together, these three levels establish a unified hierarchy that
enables SAM-I to unify concept-level understanding and
instruction-level reasoning within the SAM family.

4. SAM3-I Model
Overview. As shown in Fig. 3, SAM3-I builds upon the
SAM3 architecture and extends it to the PIS task, while
remaining fully compatible with PCS and PVS. Briefly,
SAM3 comprises a dual vision–language encoder and a
detector-based segmentation head, along with a tracker and
a memory module for video segmentation. Both the detec-
tor and tracker operate on representations produced by the
Perception Encoder (PE [2]), which jointly embeds visual
and text inputs.

To equip SAM3 with the ability to interpret and exe-
cute natural language instructions, from simple referring ex-
pressions to complex reasoning instructions, we introduce a
lightweight, instruction-aware adaptation mechanism while
keeping the entire SAM3 backbone frozen. This design pre-
serves SAM3’s original capabilities, prevents catastrophic
forgetting, and injects new instruction-following abilities in
a parameter-efficient manner.
Instruction-Aware Cascaded Adapter. A key challenge
in instruction understanding is the wide variability in lin-
guistic expressions. Simple referring expressions typically
hinge on recognizing the target concept and integrating per-
ceptual attributes, positional cues, or local relations, which
requires the model to detect explicit linguistic anchors and
align them with visual evidence. Complex reasoning in-
structions demand substantially richer linguistic compe-
tence: the model must interpret functional descriptions, re-
solve implicit references, or perform multi-step reasoning to
link abstract semantics to concrete visual instances. Mas-
tering this spectrum of linguistic complexity is essential
for achieving robust and accurate instruction-following seg-
mentation. To this end, we introduce an instruction-aware
cascaded adapter, a hierarchical module inserted into each
layer of SAM3’s text encoder. The design contains two
adapters:

• i) S-Adapter learns attribute, position, and relation se-
mantics, enabling effective grounding for simple refer-
ring expression where the target instance’s NP remains
explicitly available.

• ii) C-Adapter builds upon S-Adapter and is responsi-
ble for handling complex instructions that lack explicit
target NP mentions, requiring multi-hop or contextual
reasoning.

Both adapters employ a lightweight bottleneck structure
(down-projection, ReLU activation, and up-projection) to
enhance alignment with visual features, and a multi-head
self attention (MHSA) layer is incorporated to capture long-
range textural dependencies. During training, S-Adapter is
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Figure 3. Overview of the proposed SAM3-I framework. (Sec. 4)

used exclusively for simple instructions, whereas complex
instructions activate the full cascade so that C-Adapter can
refine and enrich the representation produced by S-Adapter.
This progressive cascaded learning mechanism mirrors the
natural hierarchy of linguistic difficulty, stabilizes optimiza-
tion, mitigates catastrophic interference, and yields more
structured and expressive linguistic embeddings that gen-
eralize well to both simple and complex instruction forms.

To propagate instruction understanding into the segmen-
tation stage, we further integrate the cascaded adapter into
SAM3’s detector. The detector receives the adapted instruc-
tional features and visual features, and produces instruction-
conditioned mask predictions for both simple and complex
branches, denoted as psimple and pcomplex, respectively.
Instruct-Mask Distribution Alignment Loss. Allowing
the two branches to decode instructions independently risks
semantic drift between them. To maintain coherent and sta-
ble grounding across different levels of instruction, we in-
troduce a pair of alignment losses that regularize their pre-
dictions beyond the segmentation loss Lseg used in SAM3,
enforcing consistency in both instruction semantics and
mask distributions:

• i) Distribution Alignment. To ensure that the simple-
and complex-instruction branches produce compati-
ble predictions for the same target, we align their
mask distributions using a Kullback-Leibler (KL) di-
vergence loss:

Lalign = KL(psimple ∥ pcomplex).

This encourages the two branches to share a consistent

semantic space and stabilizes optimization by anchor-
ing them to SAM3’s original concept-level detector.

• ii) Uncertainty-Aware Hard-Region Supervision. Dis-
crepancies between the two branches often arise in se-
mantically difficult regions, e.g., occlusions, relational
cues, or context-dependent areas. To emphasize learn-
ing on these challenging pixels, we compute an un-
certainty map wuncertainty based on the disagreement
between the simple- and complex-instruction predic-
tions, measured using the Jensen–Shannon Divergence
[13]. This uncertainty score is then used as an adaptive
weight in an auxiliary cross-entropy (CE) loss:

Lhard = wuncertainty · CE(psimple, pcomplex).

By guiding the model to focus on ambiguous or
reasoning-intensive regions, this mechanism enhances
robustness to complex linguistic instructions.

Multi-Stage Training. SAM3-I is trained through a three-
stage curriculum designed to ensure stable convergence
and progressively acquire increasingly complex instruction-
following capabilities:

• i) Stage 1: Simple-instruction learning. The SAM3
backbone is frozen. The S-Adapter is trained on simple
instructional data to establish category-, attribute-, and
relation-level grounding ability.

• ii) Stage 2: Complex-instruction reasoning. The S-
Adapter is kept fine-tuned. The C-Adapter is inher-
ited from it and trained using complex instructions to

4



Figure 4. Overview of the scalable instructional data construction pipeline. (Sec. 5)

enable the model with functional, and reasoning-level
grounding ability.

• iii) Stage 3: Joint alignment refinement. All adapters
are activated and jointly fine-tuned using the alignment
objectives, harmonizing the two branches and ensuring
consistent instruction-conditioned predictions.

This progressive curriculum reflects the inherent hierarchy
of linguistic complexity and allows SAM3-I to integrate
new instruction-following capabilities without disrupting
SAM3’s original concept-driven strengths. The overall
training objective is Ltrain = Lseg + Lalign + Lhard.

5. Scalable Instructional Data Construction
To enable PIS at scale, SAM3-I requires a large and di-

verse collection of high-quality instruction–mask pairs. To
achieve this, we develop a semi-automatic data construction
pipeline that enriches existing open-vocabulary segmenta-
tion datasets with rich, compositional natural-language in-
structions. The pipeline operates in three stages: i) MLLM-
assisted automatic instruction annotation, ii) agentic quality
inspection using a second MLLM, and iii) human-assisted
correction to resolve challenging or ambiguous cases. An
overview of the full workflow is shown in Fig. 4.
Instruction Taxonomy. For each target instance, we gener-
ate multiple levels of instructions to reflect the diversity of
natural-language grounding:

• Positive instructions include two levels. i) Simple in-
structions explicitly include the target’s NP and corre-
spond to referring-style descriptions that focus on the
target’s perceptual attributes, e.g., color, shape, states,

and spatial relationships alongside the target’s NP. ii)
Complex instructions exclude the NP and instead rely
on cognitive reasoning to identify the target, e.g., ac-
tion, functions, and affordance, forcing the model to
interpret the underlying intent and deduce the correct
object to segment. Both instruction types are produced
in declarative and question formats, aiming to enrich
linguistic diversity.

• Negative instructions are synthesized by modifying
or contradicting the visual semantics while preserving
natural-language fluency. They act as contrastive dis-
tractors, enabling the inspector MLLM to reliably dis-
tinguish correct instructions from incorrect ones dur-
ing quality filtering.

• Concept NPs are generated for open-vocabulary
datasets that provide only raw class labels, ensuring
compatibility with SAM3’s PCS-style inputs, which
expect short concept NPs rather than long class labels.

Through this process, our pipeline yields four positive
instructions, four negative instructions, and one short con-
cept NP for each target instance, all paired with the original
class label. The detailed pipeline is described below.
Stage 1: Automatic Instruction Annotation. Given an
image, its ground-truth masks, and the corresponding class
labels, we first construct a rich visual prompt that includes
the original image, an overlaid image with masks, and
cropped object region with masks. Combined with a care-
fully designed system prompt and a set of few-shot exam-
ples, this visual input is fed into an MLLM to produce
instruction candidates. For each instance, the annotator
MLLM outputs: i) four positive instructions, covering both
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Figure 5. Qualitative comparison between SAM3-I and SAM3 with an MLLM agent. The left column shows examples with simple
referring instructions, while the right column presents complex instructions that require contextual or functional reasoning. In all cases, we
use Qwen3-VL-8B as the external agent for SAM3+Agent. Across both simple and complex settings, SAM3-I more reliably grounds the
intended target without relying on external MLLM processing. In the final example, SAM3+Agent fails to produce a valid segmentation,
whereas SAM3-I correctly identifies the instructed object.

simple and complex instructions in declarative and ques-
tion formats, ii) four negative instructions with intention-
ally contradicted semantics, and iii) one short concept NP
compatible with SAM3’s PCS-style prompting.

Stage 2: Agentic Quality Inspection. All generated posi-
tive and negative instructions are then evaluated by a second
MLLM through a multiple-choice verification task. The
inspector must correctly identify all instructions that align
with the visual content, i.e., image with target mask, while
rejecting those that do not. An instruction set is accepted
only when the inspector achieves 100% accuracy across all
candidates. If any misalignment is detected, the entire set
is rejected and returned to Stage 1 for regeneration. This
annotation–inspection loop is repeated for up to ten rounds,
ensuring both broad coverage and high semantic precision.

Stage 3: Human-in-the-Loop Correction. Samples that
repeatedly fail automatic verification are forwarded to hu-
man annotators for final review. Three annotators collabo-
ratively revise or rewrite problematic instructions to ensure
correctness, clarity, and precise grounding; extremely am-
biguous or impractical cases are discarded. This stage re-
solves long-tail failures that automated agents struggle to
correct.

Through these three stages, our pipeline produces a scal-
able, high-quality instructional dataset as the foundation for
training SAM3-I’s instruction-following capabilities.

6. Experiments
We conduct empirical experiments1 to evaluate SAM3-

I from two complementary perspectives: i) its instruction-
following capability on our newly constructed PACO-LVIS-
Instruct benchmark; and ii) ablation studies that assess the
contribution of key components in our design. Unless oth-
erwise noted, all results are obtained using single-pass in-
ference without assistance from any external agents.
Datasets and Metrics. To train and evaluate PIS mod-
els, we extend the PACO-LVIS [18] benchmark with
rich natural-language instructions, resulting in PACO-LVIS-
Instruct. The dataset includes 45,308 images, 210,876
object-level masks, and 843,504 positive instructions,
with an average instruction length of 15.3 words. The
train/val/test splits follow those of the original PACO-LVIS
benchmark, and all instruction–mask pairs are produced
using the pipeline introduced in Sec. 5. For evaluation,
we adopt the gIoU and P@50 metrics. Here gIoU [11] is
defined by the average of all per-image Intersection-over-
Union (IoU). Precision@0.5 (P@50 [6]) measures the per-
centage of test samples whose predicted segmentation mask
achieves an Intersection-over-Union (IoU) of at least 0.5
with the corresponding ground-truth mask. The percent
symbol is omitted for readability.
Implementation Details. For data engine construction, we
use two separate Qwen3-VL-8B (Instruct) models [1] to
perform the annotation–inspection loop described in Sec. 5.

1Preliminary results. Comprehensive evaluation is ongoing.
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Concept-level Simple Instruct. Complex Instruct.

Model Parameter Inference gIoU P@50 gIoU P@50 gIoU P@50

SAM3 [3] 0.8B single 48.9 54.1 – – – –
SAM3 [3] + Agent (Qwen3-VL-2B [1]) 2.8B multi – – 40.6 43.6 30.5 32.7
SAM3 [3] + Agent (Qwen3-VL-8B [1]) 8.8B multi – – 41.6 45.6 48.2 52.3
SAM3-I 1.1B single 48.9∗ 54.1∗ 54.0 59.6 51.0 56.4

+12.4 +14.0 +2.8 +4.1

Table 1. Comparison of SAM3-I with SAM3 and SAM3+Agent baselines. SAM3-I improves simple and complex instruction-following
performance while preserving SAM3’s original concept-level understanding. Unlike agent-based variants, SAM3-I operates in a single-
stage inference pipeline with fewer parameters and requires no external MLLM reasoning. * indicates that we retain naive SAM3’s
concept-level scores, and “–” denotes settings not applicable to the corresponding method.

Simple Instruct. Complex Instruct.

Ablated Settings gIoU P@50 gIoU P@50

Our SAM3-I 54.0 59.6 51.0 56.4

w/o. stages 1 & 2 training 42.9 47.6 42.6 47.4
w/o. stage 2 training 52.1 57.7 43.9 48.9
w/o. mask distribution alignment 52.4 57.8 50.4 55.7
w/o. uncertainty-aware hard-region supervision 51.9 57.3 49.7 55.0

Table 2. Ablation study of SAM3-I showing the impact of each design choice. We report performance after removing individual
components from the full model. Discarding curriculum stages, distribution alignment, or uncertainty-aware supervision each degrades
performance, validating the contribution of every module. “w/o” denotes the SAM3-I model with the corresponding component removed.

The entire process is executed on 32 H100 GPUs to sup-
port large-scale instruction generation and verification. The
afterwards model training are carried out with a batch size
of 32 on 16 H100 GPUs. During training, we use only the
PACO-LVIS-Instruct train split and update the simple- and
complex-instruction branches, while keeping the original
concept branch frozen to preserve SAM3’s original concept
segmentation capability. For hyper-parameters, we follow
the original SAM3 settings without modification. For the
SAM3 plus multimodal-agent, we set the maximum num-
ber of iterative checking rounds to 3.
Results for Instruction-Following Capability. We first
assess whether SAM3-I can effectively follow natural-
language instructions and segment the target instances spec-
ified by concept, simple, and complex instruction prompts.
We compare it against two baselines:

• SAM3 [3]: the original SAM3 model, which accepts
only short concept prompts (NP-only) and therefore
cannot handle simple or complex instructions.

• SAM3 [3] + Agent [1]: an agentic pipeline where an
MLLM (Qwen3-VL) converts long instructions into
short NPs and then conducts iterative mask filtering.

• SAM3-I (Ours): our unified framework, which sup-
ports all instruction types with single-pass inference
while requiring fewer parameters and computation
than using an external MLLM agent.

As shown in Table 1, SAM3-I maintains SAM3’s concept-
level performance (48.9 gIoU / 54.1 P@50) as well as en-
ables the instruction-following ability. It achieves 54.0
gIoU / 59.6 P@50 on simple instructions and 51.0 gIoU

/ 56.4 P@50 on complex ones, demonstrating reliable in-
terpretation of diverse instruction types in a single-pass
pipeline with fewer parameters than agent-based alterna-
tives. The visual comparison is presented in Fig. 5. These
results show that SAM3-I unifies concept grounding and
instruction-driven reasoning within an efficient extension of
the SAM family. We note that the current version should be
regarded as an initial feasibility study, intended to demon-
strate that SAM3 can be meaningfully extended to follow
natural-language instructions. Achieving state-of-the-art
performance is beyond the scope of this work, as doing so
would require scaling to substantially larger instructional
corpora to fully realize a PIS foundation model. This di-
rection is planned for the next stage of our work.
Results for Ablation Studies. We perform ablation stud-
ies on the PACO-LVIS-Instruct test set to analyze the con-
tribution of each major design choice in SAM3-I. Table 2
reports results when removing individual components from
the full model. As observed, removing the first two training
stages (“w/o stages 1 & 2 training”) leads to the most sig-
nificant drop across both simple and complex instructions
(e.g., simple: 54.0 → 42.9 gIoU, complex: 51.0 → 42.6
gIoU). This suggests that without progressive curriculum
learning, the model is forced to acquire attribute, relation,
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and reasoning capabilities simultaneously, which destabi-
lizes optimization and prevents the cascaded adapters from
forming well-structured linguistic representations. Remov-
ing only Stage 2 (“w/o stage 2 training”) also causes no-
ticeable degradation on complex instructions (51.0 → 43.9
gIoU, 56.4 → 43.9 P@50). This verifies that complex-
instruction reasoning is hard to be learned implicitly and re-
quires explicit training with NP-free, reasoning-dependent
instructions. The ablation trends confirm our design ratio-
nale: simple and complex instructions require distinct lev-
els of linguistic understanding, and a hierarchical cascaded
adapter design is crucial for capturing this spectrum.

Furthermore, removing the distribution alignment loss
(“w/o mask distribution alignment”) causes simple- and
complex-instruction branches to diverge semantically. Per-
formance drops from 54.0 → 52.4 gIoU on simple instruc-
tions and from 51.0 → 50.4 gIoU on complex ones, show-
ing that aligning mask distributions helps maintain consis-
tent grounding across both branches. Removing the hard-
region supervision (“w/o uncertainty-aware hard-region su-
pervision”) also leads to degraded performance (simple:
54.0 → 51.9 gIoU, complex: 51.0 → 49.7 gIoU). This
highlights the importance of focusing training on semanti-
cally difficult regions to strengthen robustness on linguistic
instructions.

The full SAM3-I model achieves the best results across
both simple (54.0 gIoU, 59.6 P@50) and complex instruc-
tions (51.0 gIoU, 56.4 P@50). These results confirm that: 1)
multi-stage training provides a stable path for progressively
acquiring linguistic complexity; 2) the cascaded adapter
structure is essential for layered instruction understanding;
and 3) the alignment losses play complementary roles in en-
forcing semantic consistency and improving robustness.

7. Discussion and Outlook
While SAM3-I demonstrates the feasibility of extend-

ing the SAM family toward instruction-following segmen-
tation, several limitations and opportunities for further im-
provement remain:
i) Scaling training data for richer instruction knowledge.
Our current data engine offers an effective prototype for
generating rich instructional corpus, yet scaling to larger
and more diverse instruction–mask datasets would further
strengthen the model’s ability to understand and reason over
natural-language instructions. Similar to how SA-1B, SA-
V, and SA-Co [3, 9, 19] enabled the evolution of the SAM
family, expanding the scale and diversity of PIS training
data across both object- and part-level annotations is a cru-
cial step toward building a more comprehensive instruction-
grounded segmentation foundation model.
ii) Potential bias of instruction-instance pairs. SAM3-I
is primarily trained on settings where multiple instructions
correspond to a single instance, and all instances are associ-

ated with a single concept under original SAM3’s PCS for-
mulation, i.e., N-to-1 instance segmentation. However, real-
world scenarios often require interpreting instructions that
refer to multiple instances simultaneously, i.e., group rea-
soning or 1-to-N instance segmentation. Overcoming this
limitation calls for greater data diversity and explicit miti-
gation of dataset bias, enabling SAM3-I to generalize more
effectively to multi-instance and group-level grounding.
iii) More flexible and scalable architecture. The current
design employs separate branches or adapters for concepts,
simple, and complex instructions. A promising direction for
scaling SAM3-I is to move beyond heuristic branch switch-
ing and adopt adaptive routing mechanisms. For example,
consolidating the instruction-guided branches or introduc-
ing a Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) [4,15] router could dynam-
ically choose the appropriate reasoning path while preserv-
ing SAM3’s original concept-level capabilities.
iv) Broader evaluations. A natural next step is to fine-
tune SAM3-I on task-specific instruction datasets, such as
training on ReasonSeg [11] and evaluating its instruction-
level generalization under domain-specific conditions. In
addition, as larger-scale instructional data becomes avail-
able, we expect SAM3-I to progressively evolve toward a
more foundational PIS model. To this end, we will also
conduct broader zero-shot generalization studies, enabling
a more comprehensive assessment of SAM3-I’s adaptability
and robustness across different tasks and linguistic distribu-
tions.

8. Conclusion

In this work, we introduced SAM3-I, an enhanced
framework that unifies concept-level understanding and
instruction-level reasoning within the SAM family. En-
abled by a scalable instructional data construction pipeline,
SAM3-I provides a preliminary demonstration that SAM3
can be effectively extended to follow natural-language in-
structions while preserving its strong concept grounding.
We further analyzed the current limitations of SAM3-I and
outlined several directions for future improvement. Mov-
ing forward, we aim to scale the instruction corpus, explore
finer-grained part-aware segmentation, and develop more
flexible and adaptive architectures that better accommodate
diverse real-world scenarios. We hope that SAM3-I repre-
sents an early step toward more capable instruction-driven
segmentation foundation models.
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