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ABSTRACT
Most existing cross-modal retrieval methods employ two-stream
encoders with different architectures for images and texts, e.g., CNN
for images and RNN/Transformer for texts. Such discrepancy in
architectures may induce different semantic distribution spaces and
limit the interactions between images and texts, and further result
in inferior alignment between images and texts. To fill this research
gap, inspired by recent advances of Transformers in vision tasks,
we propose to unify the encoder architectures with Transformers
for both modalities. Specifically, we design a cross-modal retrieval
framework purely based on two-stream Transformers, dubbed Hi-
erarchical Alignment Transformers (HAT), which consists of
an image Transformer, a text Transformer, and a hierarchical align-
ment module. With such identical architectures, the encoders could
produce representations with more similar characteristics for im-
ages and texts, and make the interactions and alignments between
themmuch easier. Besides, to leverage the rich semantics, we devise
a hierarchical alignment scheme to explore multi-level correspon-
dences of different layers between images and texts. To evaluate
the effectiveness of the proposed HAT, we conduct extensive ex-
periments on two benchmark datasets, MSCOCO and Flickr30K.
Experimental results demonstrate that HAT outperforms SOTA
baselines by a large margin. Specifically, on two key tasks, i.e.,
image-to-text and text-to-image retrieval, HAT achieves 7.6% and
16.7% relative score improvement of Recall@1 on MSCOCO, and
4.4% and 11.6% on Flickr30k respectively. The code is available at
https://github.com/LuminosityX/HAT.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Humans perceive and interact with the physical world via vari-
ant ways, e.g., vision, sound and tactile sense. To make the ma-
chine simulate the perceiving process, simultaneously analyzing
data from multiple modalities is a fundamental and important abil-
ity. Visual information and text data are the two most prevalent
modalities in our daily life, and the research of vision and lan-
guage also has been attracting broad attention in the past couples
of years [4, 18, 25, 31, 68]. Benefiting from the great successes of
deep learning in computer vision (CV) and natural language pro-
cessing (NLP), many tasks and problems associating vision and
language for multi-modal analysis also have achieved tremendous
progress, such as cross-modal retrieval [18, 31, 33, 51, 55], visual
question answering (VQA) [1, 43], visual captioning [3, 25], and
other tasks [11]. In this paper, we focus on the study of cross-modal
retrieval, which is a fundamental multi-modal understanding task
and benefits plenty of multimedia applications. However, it is still
very challenging for accurate retrieval, due to the requirements
of exploring precise cross-modal alignment and comprehensive
inter/intra-modal relations and interactions.

To align images and texts, early works apply canonical correla-
tion analysis (CCA) to establish inter-modal associations between
different modalities with subspace learning [20, 29, 44, 49], or em-
ploy topic models to capture the relationship in the multi-modal
joint distribution space [5, 24, 45]. With the development of deep
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learning techniques, deep neural networks, e.g., CNN and RNN, are
applied to extract visual and textural representations, followed with
projection functions to learn the mapping from the uni-modal to
cross-modal spaces [18, 28, 61]. However, such holistic uni-modal
representations capture only the salient instances in the images
or texts while ignore the non-salient ones or subtle relationships
among instances. It therefore fails to explore the comprehensive
fine-grained semantic associations underlying images and texts. To
tackle this problem, many works step further to devise fine-grained
alignment frameworks [25, 42], which first associate image regions
and text words on the fragment-level, and aggregate the matched
fragment pairs to obtain the final image-text pair. Besides, based on
the fragments, rich intra-modal interactions also could be explored
and used to improve the retrieval accuracy.

The above approaches extract image and text features in two
independent streams, which cannot incorporate any cross-modal
interactions, with the heterogeneous gap between modalities re-
mained. Actually, semantics in different modalities are compli-
cated and diverse, which means that borrowing information from
other modality may lead to better semantic representations. To
this end, some works model cross-modal interactions to help with
the uni-modal representation learning, for example, with the idea
of fragment-level alignment [7, 31, 47, 62], which can be imple-
mented by recurrent cross-modal messages passing, attentional
aggregation, and etc. From another perspective, motivated by the
powerful representations of pre-trained Transformer in NLP, e.g.,
BERT [26], ALBERT [30] and BART [32]. Many researchers dedi-
cate to designing unified single-stream multi-modal representation
pre-training frameworks [35, 36, 67], and have achieved inspiring
progress. However, comprehensive interactions across modalities
within single-stream are computationally expensive and suffer from
high latency comparing with two-stream methods during inference,
because they need to extract the representations of the given image-
text pair via the whole model.

In this paper, we focus on the two-stream framework, which is
computational-friendly and more applicable for real world scenar-
ios. Compared with previous works [35, 36] which apply different
visual or textural backbones, e.g., CNN and RNN/Transformer, we
design an entire Transformer-based model, namely Hierarchical
Alignment Transformers (HAT), to eliminate the architecture dis-
crepancy between encoders in two-stream image-text matching
framework. Specifically, motivated by the recent successes of vision
Transformers, e.g., ViT [16], MAE [21], and Swin Transformer [39],
we employ Transformers for both image and text representation
learning steams. The unified architectures for different modalities
make the learned representations more compatible for semantic
mapping and similarity measuring. Besides, previous works [40, 71]
point out that the shallow layers in CNN learn the texture features
and the higher layers learn more semantic aspects. Transformers
also exhibit similar property, e.g., shallow layers in BERT tend to
learn the static representation of entities while the higher ones
capture more semantics in context [15, 52]. Towards this end, we
introduce a hierarchical alignment strategy to capture the rich cor-
respondences between images and texts with different semantic
levels. Most existing cross-modal retrieval methods only utilize

single-level alignment to associate images and texts, while our pro-
posed HAT integrates multi-level associations for final retrieval
results. In summary, the main contributions of this paper are:
• We propose to unify the two-stream encoders of images and
texts with Transformers in cross-modal retrieval, which makes
the learned image and text representations more compatible for
aligning images and texts.

• To comprehensively explore cross-modal interactions, we pro-
pose a hierarchical alignment strategy associating images and
texts with multi-level semantic clues.

• Extensive experiments have been conducted on two commonly-
used datasets, i.e., MSCOCO and Flickr30K. The experimental
results demonstrate that our proposed HAT outperforms all the
SOTAs by a large margin.

2 RELATEDWORKS
2.1 Cross-Modal Retrieval
Global matching aims to explore the correlation by projecting
the entire image and text into a common semantic space. The early
method proposed by Frome et al. [18], utilizing a CNN and Skip-
Gram [41] for visual and language feature extraction, respectively.
Kiros et al. [28] made the first attempt to encode text using a GRU
and designed a triplet ranking loss to optimize the model. To make
more usage of informative pairs, some researchers have turned to
design a more novel objective function. Faghri et al. [17]integrated
the hard negative mining technology into the triplet loss function.
Recently, Zheng et al. [74] proposed a discriminative feature embed-
ding method with instance loss. Although these methods are very
effective, they ignore the local cues between regions and words.

Local matching steps further to explore fine-grained corre-
spondences between images and texts by extracting local features
(e.g., image regions and text words). Karpathy et al. [25] first pro-
posed to extract features for each image region with R-CNN [19],
and then used the most similar region-word pairs for image-text
matching. With the great success of attention mechanism [2], Niu
et al. [42] extracted phrase-level features of text by using the LSTM
to further align image regions with text words. Following the at-
tention mechanism, a stacked cross attention model was proposed
by Lee et al. [31], which finds all latent alignments between them
by selectively aggregating regions and words. Later, Wu et al. [64]
introduced the self-attention mechanism and Qu et al. [47] de-
signed four types of interaction cells for cross-modal interaction,
and introduced a dynamic routing mechanism to dynamically se-
lect interaction paths based on inputs. More recently, Zhang et
al. [72] proposed Negative-Aware Attention Framework based on
the SCAN method, which focuses on mining the negative effects
of mismatched fragments and ultimately achieves more accurate
similarity calculation. Chen et al. claimed that the strategy for
feature aggregation is crucial, and thus proposed the VSE∞ [9]
method, which learns the most suitable and best pooling strategy
via a generalized pooling operator (GPO)and sets a new SOTA.

2.2 Transformers
Language Transformers is first proposed by Vaswani et al. [54]
for machine translation, which is solely based on attention mecha-
nisms, i.e., self-attention and multi-head attention. In the past few
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Figure 1: The overall flowchart of the proposed HAT. HAT consists of two-stream of Transformers, BERT and Swin Transformer
in specific, for image and text encoding, and a hierarchical alignment module equipped with cross-attention mechanism. The
hierarchical alignment module aligns the image and text representations from different semantic levels.

years, it has been widely used in natural language processing, e.g.,
word representation, sentence representation and question answer-
ing, and achieved the state of the arts on a wide range of tasks.
Motivated by the great success of the pre-training and fine-tuning
scheme in computer vision, Howard et al. [23] proposed to design
and pre-train a universal language model, based on Transformer, for
text classification, which significantly outperforms the state of the
arts and encourages the community to explore the potentials of pre-
training for other NLP tasks. BERT [26] is one of the most famous
and popular works, which employs several Transformer blocks for
sentence encoding and designs a masked language model to learn
the comprehensive and contextual word representation. The simple
yet powerful BERT could be pre-trained by self-supervision with
very large amount of data, yielding gorgeous results on a various of
NLP tasks. This makes the community step further to design power-
ful architectures with Transformer to understand the language by
mining large scale data. Brown et al. [6] devised an extremely large
Generative Pre-trained Transformer 3, 175 billion parameters, as
known as GPT-3, pre-trained on 45TB plain text data, which could
achieve strong performance on various downstream tasks without
any fine-tuning. Besides, XLNET [69], ALBERT [30], and T5 [48] are
some representative works of large scale pre-training Transform-
ers. These powerful Transformer-based models, with the strong
representation capacity, have achieved significant breakthroughs
in every respect of NLP.

Vision Transformers is by the great progress and success of
Transformer architectures in the field of NLP, and have been ap-
plied to replace CNNs on computer vision tasks. Chen et al. [10]
proposed a pioneering generative pre-training Transformer frame-
work that predicts pixels instead language tokens to learn visual
representation with self-supervision. Their pixel Transformer treats
the images as pixel sequences and auto-regressively predicts the
pixels without 2D structure, and still achieves competitive results

on several classification tasks. ViT [16] directly implemented a
pure Transformer to the sequences of image patches and performs
well on image classification with sufficient training data. Another
popular work is Swin-Transformer [39], constructing hierarchi-
cal feature maps via a novel shifted windowing scheme and re-
taining only linear computational complexity to image size. With
such hierarchical feature maps, the Swin Transformer could be
conveniently equipped with advanced techniques and applied to
variants downstream applications, e.g., object detection, semantic
and segmentation. More recently, He et al. [21] devised a simple
framework of masked autoencoders (MAE) with an asymmetric
encoder-decoder architecture to operate only on the visible subset
of patches and reconstruct the original image from the latent repre-
sentation and masked tokens. The MAE also reveals that masking
a high proportion of the input image could yield nontrivial results,
as well as accelerating the training procedure. In addition to above
works, there also exist many vision Transformers for other vision
tasks, including video understanding [56, 75], instance/semantic
segmentation [58, 65], and multi-modal understanding [35, 36].

3 THE PROPOSED APPROACH
Most existing cross-modal retrieval approaches [31, 47, 59] em-
ploy different architectures for representation learning, e.g., CNNs
as image encoder and RNNs/Transformers as text encoder, and
measure the similarity between images and texts only utilizing
single level correspondences. The discrepancy between the encoder
structures of images and texts leads to different feature property
and may result in inferior cross-modal performance. In this works,
we propose a novel framework, termed as Hierarchical Alignment
Transformers (HAT), to unify the two-stream encoder architectures
with Transformers [54], and hierarchically align images and texts
with multi-level semantic correspondences. As the visual pipeline
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illustrated in Figure 1, the proposed HAT consists of Text Trans-
former, Image Transformer and Hierarchical Alignment Modules.

3.1 Text Transformer
Given a text sentence 𝑆 = {𝑤𝑡 |𝑤1,𝑤2, ...,𝑤𝑇 } consisting of𝑇 words,
the basic idea is to employ a recurrent neural network, e.g., an
LSTM or GRU, to learn the sentence representation. To capture
fine-grained correspondences between images and texts, the output
state of each step also be utilized as the local word representa-
tion [31]. To enable such fine-grained association, we employ a
Transformer structure, BERT in specific, to extract the contextual
representations of words, which could easily explore the bidirec-
tional context interactions between all the word pairs. Specifically,
given a sentence 𝑆 , BERT first projects each word 𝑤𝑡 into a con-
tiguous embedding space 𝑆𝑒 = {𝑒𝑡 |𝑒1, 𝑒2, ..., 𝑒𝑇 }. Then, each word
embedding 𝑒𝑡 is integrated with a positional embedding and a seg-
ment embedding via addition to feed into the Transformer blocks,
and learn the contextual representation of each word with attention.
We finally obtain the word-level representations for the sentence
𝑆 , denoted as 𝑆𝑙 = {𝑤𝑙𝑡 |𝑤𝑙1,𝑤

𝑙
2, ...,𝑤

𝑙
𝑇
}, where 𝑙 denotes the 𝑙-th

Transformer block of BERT. In this work, we use BERT-base con-
sisting of 12 Transformer blocks. As pointed out in [15, 52], different
layers in BERT capture different levels of semantics, we therefore
adopt the outputs of multiple Transformer blocks for multi-level
semantic representations of sentences and compute the hierarchical
associations with image representations.

3.2 Image Transformer
Different from adopting CNN-based models to learn image fea-
tures, e.g., faster-RCNN [50] or ResNet [22], inspired by the recent
advances of vision Transformers [21, 39], we employ Transformer-
based model to encapsulate the images for dense representations
and unify the backbones of different modalities. Specifically, we im-
plement the recent successful Swin Transformer [39] as our vision
backbone, which significantly outperforms CNN and shows great
potential in many vision tasks. Swin Transformer, equipped with a
shifted windowing scheme, is able to construct hierarchical feature
maps and has linear computational complexity to image size.

Given an image 𝐼 ∈ R3×𝐻×𝑊 , we first split the image into several
non-overlapping patches via the patch partition module, as most
existing vision Transformers. Each patch is with the size of 4 × 4
pixels and treated as a “token” to feed into the Transformer blocks.
Inspired by previous work [14], we take the output feature maps of
multiple stages as hierarchical representations of images to express
more rich semantics, and denote the output feature map of each
stage as 𝐼 𝑖 , where 𝑖 indicates the 𝑖-th stage. In specific, we discard
the output of “Stage 1” due to its large number of tokens that results
in high dimension and expensive computation costs. The outputs of
subsequent stages, i.e., Stage 2-4, are also termed as low-, middle-,
and high-level semantic representations of images, then the overall
image hierarchical representation 𝐼ℎ could be denoted as:

𝐼ℎ = 𝑆𝑤𝑖𝑛𝑇 (𝐼 ) = {𝐼𝑠2, 𝐼𝑠3, 𝐼𝑠4}. (1)

To be consistent with BERT layer representation, we convert stages
in 𝐼𝑠2, 𝐼𝑠3, and 𝐼𝑠4 to corresponding layers, i.e., 4, 10, 12-th layer in
Swin Transformer.

3.3 Hierarchical Alignment Module
After obtained the representations of images and texts, the impor-
tant thing is to align them with semantic correspondences. Most
existing works measure the similarities between images and texts
with the last layers of two-stream encoders [31]. As previous re-
search pointed out, different layers of BERT capture different-level
semantics [15, 52], e.g., shallow layers tend to convey more static
and local semantics and the deep layers express more contextual
information. This observation is also consistent with the visual
representation captured by CNNs [40, 71]. Therefore, to enable our
proposed model align images and texts leveraging rich semantics,
we design a hierarchical alignment scheme that simultaneously
computes the similarity between given image-text pair with the
representations of multiple levels. As the cross-attention modules
illustrated in the middle of Figure 1, our hierarchical alignment in-
tegrates three-level semantics, i.e., low-, middle-, and high-level, to
learn the associations between images and texts. Swin Transformer
consists of four stages of modules, divided by the patch partition
operations. We simply adopt these stages as our multi-level seman-
tics split, excepting “Stage 1” due to its large number of tokens
that would be computationally expensive. For hierarchical repre-
sentations of text Transformer, because BERT has the same number
of layers, i.e., 12 layers, as Swin Transformer, we symmetrically
leverage the outputs of the same layers of BERT for multi-level
semantic representations. In other words, the the outputs of 4-, 10-,
and 12-th layers of both Swin Transformer and BERT are extracted
for our overall representations of images and texts, respectively.
We compute the cosine similarities for each level and combine the
hierarchical similarities by addition.

For the cross-modal alignment of each level, previous works [31,
47, 66] have verified that fine-grained alignment with local semantic
aspects, e.g., visual regions and words, could significantly improve
the cross-modal retrieval performance. Towards this end, we com-
pute the similarity between a pair of given image and text by align-
ing the representations of “region tokens” and words, outputted
by Swin Transformer and BERT. Specifically, inspired by the effec-
tiveness of the stacked cross attention mechanism, we implement
image-text and text-image stacked cross attention respectively. Sup-
posing the output of 𝑙-th layer (𝑙 could be 4, 10, 12 in this work)
of Swin Transformer 𝐼 𝑙 = {𝑣𝑙

𝑘
|𝑣𝑙1, 𝑣

𝑙
2, ..., 𝑣

𝑙
𝐾
} with 𝐾 “region tokens”,

and the output of 𝑙-th layer of BERT 𝑆𝑙 = {𝑤𝑙𝑡 |𝑤𝑙1,𝑤
𝑙
2, ...,𝑤

𝑙
𝑇
} with

𝑇 words, the image-text stacked cross attention first computes the
similarities between all region-word pairs:

𝑠𝑙
𝑘𝑡

=
𝑣𝑙
𝑘

𝑇
𝑤𝑙𝑡

| |𝑣𝑙
𝑘
| | | |𝑤𝑙𝑡 | |

, (2)

where 𝑠𝑙
𝑘𝑡

denotes the similarity between 𝑘-th region and 𝑡-th word
in 𝑙-th layer of both Swin Transformer and BERT. Based on the
region-word similarity, we aggregate the weighted words represen-
tations for each image region as:

𝑎𝑙
𝑘
=

𝑇∑︁
𝑡=1

𝛼𝑙
𝑘𝑡
𝑤𝑙𝑡 , (3)

𝛼𝑙
𝑘𝑡

=
𝑒𝑥𝑝 (𝜆 ∗ 𝑠𝑙

𝑘𝑡
)∑𝑇

𝑡=1 𝑒𝑥𝑝 (𝜆 ∗ 𝑠𝑙𝑘𝑡 )
, (4)



Unifying Two-Stream Encoders with Transformers for Cross-Modal Retrieval MM ’23, October 29-November 3, 2023, Ottawa, ON, Canada

where 𝜆 denotes the temperature, and 𝑠𝑙
𝑘𝑡

is normalized similarity:

𝑠𝑙
𝑘𝑡

=
[𝑠𝑙
𝑘𝑡
]+√︃∑𝐾

𝑘=1 [𝑠
𝑙
𝑘𝑡
]2
+

, (5)

where [𝑥]+ = 𝑚𝑎𝑥 (𝑥, 0) denotes the hinge function to keep the
similarity with positive value. Finally, we measure the cosine simi-
larity between each region-word pair (𝑣𝑙

𝑘
, 𝑎𝑙
𝑘
) based on image-text

stacked cross attention, and aggregate all the pairs for the over-
all similarity between given image and text pair. The text-image
stacked cross attention follows the similar formulations.

With such hierarchical alignment, the proposed model is able
to capture multi-level semantic correspondences for image-text
matching, and successfully achieves significant improvement in the
evaluation of all the metrics.

4 EXPERIMENTS
To verify the effectiveness of our proposed hierarchical alignment
Transformers, we conduct extensive experiments on two commonly
used datasets, namely Flickr30k and MSCOCO. We mainly examine
the cross-modal retrieval under two dual scenarios: Image-to-Text
retrieval (I2T) and Text-to-Image retrieval (T2I).

4.1 Datasets and Evaluation Metrics
Flickr30K [70] consists of 31,783 images collected from Flickr,
each of which is annotated with 5 description sentences. Follow-
ing previous works [25, 31, 37], we split this dataset into 29,783,
1,000, 1,000 iamges for training, validation, and testing respectively.
MSCOCO [13] contains 123,287 images, where each image is also
described by 5 different sentences. For fair comparison, we follow
previous work [31, 46] using Karpathy split [25]. We conduct two
evaluation settings on MSCOCO, which are 1) MSCOCO(5K):
retrieving images within full 5K images or sentences within its
corresponding corpus; 2)MSCOCO(1K): 5-folds evaluation with
each fold consisting of 1K images, and the final result is reported
by averaging folds.

Evaluation MetricsWe follow previous works [31, 37] to evalu-
ate the performance with the Recall@K metric, short in R@K (K=1,
5, 10). It measures the percentage of ground-truth hits in the top-K
ranking list. The higher R@K indicates the better performance.

4.2 Implement Details
We implement our HAT with PyTorch and optimize it by the Adam
optimizer [27]. For the learning rate, we use a small learning rate
starting with 1𝑒-5 and decay the learning rate by dividing 10 for
every 10 epochs. We employ the base Swin Transformer to extract
the image features and BERT-base to extract text features. Dur-
ing the training , we first freeze the pre-trained models, i.e., Swin
Transformers and BERT, for 10 epochs. This strategy avoids that
the random initialization of hierarchical alignment module mis-
leads the pre-trained weights to be optimized to inferior areas, and
makes the hierarchical alignment module more compatible with the
pre-trained parameters. Then the whole HAT framework is further
fine-tune to more optimal scenario. The dimensions of the visual
text features extracted by the Swin Transformer and the BERT are
1024 and 768, respectively. Moreover, we implement the triplet loss,

a variant for cross-modal retrieval in specific, as:

L =[𝑚 − 𝑠𝑖𝑚(𝐼 , 𝑆) + 𝑠𝑖𝑚(𝐼 , 𝑆)]+
+ [𝑚 − 𝑠𝑖𝑚(𝐼 , 𝑆) + 𝑠𝑖𝑚(𝐼 , 𝑆)]+,

(6)

where𝑚 is a margin set as 0.2, and [·]+ =𝑚𝑎𝑥 (0, ·). 𝑆 and 𝐼 denote
the negative sample to push away. 𝑠𝑖𝑚(·) measures the similarity
between images and texts, and cosine similarity is used here:

𝑠𝑖𝑚(𝐼 , 𝑆) =
∑︁
𝑙

∑︁
𝑘

𝑣𝑙
𝑘

𝑇
𝑎𝑙
𝑘

| |𝑣𝑙
𝑘
| | | |𝑎𝑙

𝑘
| |
. (7)

4.3 Comparison Baselines
To evaluate the effectiveness of proposed hierarchical alignment
Transformers, we compare the cross-modal retrieval performance
with several state of the art methods. As mentioned above, existing
methods could be grouped into several paradigms based on the
involved interaction type.
Intra-modal interaction: Methods that focus on intra-modal in-
teractions, such as SAEM [64], VSRN [34], CAMERA [46], and
VSE∞ [9]. SAEM [64] models images and text separately through a
self-attention mechanism. VSRN [34] performs semantic reasoning
by constructing region graphs in order to employ graph convolu-
tional networks. CAMERA [46] then further designs a gated self-
attention mechanism for context multi-view modeling. VSE∞ [9]
proposes GPO to generate the best pooling strategy to improve the
semantic representation learning.
Inter-modal interaction: Methods that interact through differ-
ent cross-modal operations, including SCAN [31], CAMP [60],
BFAN [37], IMRAM [8], ADAPT [62], and NAAF [72]. SCAN [31]
and BFAN [37] selectively focus on text-related regions and image-
related words via cross-modal attention. CAMP [60] combines im-
age and text for modal interaction via cross-modal gated fusion
operations. IMRAM [8] tries to mine deeper levels of modal interac-
tions by iterative way. NAAF [72] refines similarity calculation by
considering the negative impact caused by mismatched fragments.
Hybrid interaction: Methods that simultaneously perform inter-
and intra-modal interactions are CAAN [73], DP-RNN [12], SGM [57],
MMCA [63], GSMN [38], and DIME [47]. Hybrid interaction leads
to better semantic alignment and retrieval performance.

Several methods implement cross attention mechanism with
different directions, e.g., image-text (i-t) and text-image (t-i) cross
attention, and ensemble models of two directions, including SCAN,
BFAN, CAMP, and ADAPT, as well as our HAT. We present both
single and ensemble models for comprehensive comparison. As
listed in Table 2, models with “*” denote the ensemble ones. For
single models, due to the space limitation, we only list the best one
of i-t and t-i directions, reported in each paper, and add “single”
in the bracket to indicate this. For our HAT, we illustrate single
models with cross-modal guidance of both i-t and t-i directions,
namely HAT(i-t) and HAT (t-i), as well as the full ensemble HAT∗.

4.4 Performance Comparison
The overall comparisons with state of the arts for MSCOCO and
Flickr30K are exhibited in Table 1 and Table 2, respectively. From
the result comparison, we have several observations as follows:
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Table 1: Performance comparison between our proposed HAT and recent state of the arts on MSCOCO. MSCOCO(5K) and
MSCOCO(1K) denote the evaluation settings of the full 5K and average of 5-folds 1K test images. Formodels with cross-attention,
we exhibit the best single model and the ensemble model reported in the corresponding paper, while report all the single
models, including i-t and t-i model of HAT for comprehensive comparison. We use “single” in bracket and superscript “*” to
indicate the best single and ensemble models. The best results are in bold, and the best results of baselines are underlined.

Method
MSCOCO(1K) MSCOCO(5K)

Image-to-Text Text-to-Image Image-to-Text Text-to-Image
R@1 R@5 R@10 R@1 R@5 R@10 R@1 R@5 R@10 R@1 R@5 R@10

SCAN(single) [31] 70.9 94.5 97.8 56.4 87.0 93.9 46.4 77.4 87.2 34.4 63.7 75.7
SCAN∗ [31] 72.7 94.8 98.4 58.8 88.4 94.8 50.4 82.2 90.0 38.6 69.3 80.4
CAMP [60] 72.3 94.8 98.3 58.5 87.9 95.0 50.1 82.1 89.7 39.0 68.9 80.2

BFAN(single) [37] 73.7 94.9 - 58.3 88.4 - - - - - - -
BFAN∗ [37] 74.9 95.2 - 59.4 88.4 - - - - - - -
SAEM [64] 71.2 94.1 97.7 57.8 88.6 94.9 - - - - - -
CAAN [73] 75.5 95.4 98.5 61.3 89.7 95.2 52.5 83.3 90.9 41.2 70.3 82.9
DP-RNN [12] 75.3 95.8 98.6 62.5 89.7 95.1 - - - - - -
VSRN [34] 76.2 94.8 98.2 62.8 89.7 95.1 53.0 81.1 89.4 40.5 70.6 81.1
SGM [57] 73.4 93.8 97.8 57.5 87.3 94.3 50.0 79.3 87.9 35.3 64.9 76.5
IMRAM [8] 76.7 95.6 98.5 61.7 89.1 95.0 53.7 83.2 91.0 39.6 69.1 79.8
MMCA [63] 74.8 95.6 97.7 61.6 89.8 95.2 54.0 82.5 90.7 38.7 69.7 80.8

GSMN(single) [38] 76.1 95.6 98.3 60.4 88.7 95.0 - - - - - -
GSMN∗ [38] 78.4 96.4 98.6 63.3 90.1 95.7 - - - - - -

ADAPT(single) [62] 75.3 95.1 98.4 63.3 90.0 95.5 - - - - - -
ADAPT∗ [62] 76.5 95.6 98.9 62.2 90.5 96.0 - - - - - -

CAMERA(single) [46] 75.9 95.5 98.6 62.3 90.1 95.2 53.1 81.3 89.8 39.0 70.5 81.5
CAMERA∗ [46] 77.5 96.3 98.8 63.4 90.9 95.8 55.1 82.9 91.2 40.5 71.7 82.5
DIME(single) [47] 77.9 95.9 98.3 63.0 90.5 96.2 56.1 83.2 91.1 40.2 70.7 81.4

DIME∗ [47] 78.8 96.3 98.7 64.8 91.5 96.5 59.3 85.4 91.9 43.1 73.0 83.1
VSE∞ [9] 79.7 96.4 98.9 64.8 91.4 96.3 58.3 85.3 92.3 42.4 72.7 83.2
NAAF [72] 80.5 96.5 98.8 64.1 90.7 96.5 58.9 85.2 92.0 42.5 70.9 81.4
HAT(i-t) 81.3 97.0 99.2 68.9 92.7 97.1 61.6 87.3 93.4 47.9 76.4 85.8
HAT(t-i) 81.8 96.7 99.1 69.8 93.0 97.1 61.9 87.6 93.3 48.8 77.3 86.1
HAT∗ 82.6 97.4 99.3 70.8 93.3 97.4 63.8 88.5 94.1 50.3 78.2 86.9

• Our proposedHAT∗ outperforms all the baselines with significant
improvements in all metrics, for both MSCOCO and Flickr30K
benchmarks, and all the single HAT models, namely HAT(i-t)
and HAT(t-i) for different guidance directions, show the similar
results. Comparing with the state of the art, our best results (in
bold) gain 7.6% and 16.7% relative score improvements for text
retrieval and image retrieval, in Recall@1 on MSCOCO (5K). For
Flickr30K, our proposed approach improves the corresponding
performance of text retrieval and image retrieval by 4.4% and
11.6% (Recall@1) relatively. We also note that our HAT boosts
the performance of text-to-image retrieval with much larger
gap (16.7% v.s. 7.6%, and 11.6% v.s. 4.4%) than image-to-text re-
trieval. This phenomenon mainly comes from that the overall
performance of text-to-image retrieval is inferior comparing with
image-to-text retrieval, resulting in a smaller value, which has
more scope to improve. Overall, these observations show the
superiority of our proposed HAT for cross-modal retrieval.

• As described in Section 4.3, we can divide the baselines into three
groups based on the type of modality interaction. Obviously,
benefiting from the rich interaction between images and texts,
most works adopt inter-modal interaction or hybrid interaction

(also involving inter-modal) to learn the semantic associations
between them, and usually achieve better retrieval performances.
Inter-modal interaction attempts to enrich the representations
of images (or texts) with the counterpart guidance. With such
cross-modal interactions, the models tend to learn the representa-
tion involving heterogeneous information of both modalities and
narrow the semantic gap between representations of images and
texts, which is similar to the cross-modal pre-training [35, 36] and
leads to better performance. However, CAMERA only exploring
the intra-modal interaction still outperforms most approaches
and results in the second competitive baseline. The competitive
performance of CAMERAmainly attributes to the design of adap-
tive gating module to capture contextual information and the
leverage of multi-view summarization, which indicates that com-
prehensive and elaborate intra-modal interactions exploration
are also essential and crucial for boosting the performance of the
cross-modal retrieval.

• It is well known that powerful feature representations usually
lead to impressive performance in many tasks [21, 22, 26], but
have not been well discussed in previous cross-modal retrieval
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Table 2: Comparison results on the Flick30K. Symbols are
the same as the ones in Table 1.

Method Image-to-Text Text-to-Image
R@1 R@5 R@10 R@1 R@5 R@10

SCAN(single) [31] 67.9 89.0 94.4 43.9 74.2 82.8
SCAN∗ [31] 67.4 90.3 95.8 48.6 77.7 85.2
CAMP [60] 68.1 89.7 95.2 51.5 77.1 85.2

BFAN(single) [37] 65.5 89.4 - 47.9 77.6 -
BFAN∗ [37] 68.1 91.4 - 50.8 78.4 -
SAEM [64] 69.1 91.0 95.1 52.4 81.1 88.1
CAAN [73] 70.1 91.6 97.2 52.8 79.0 87.9
DP-RNN [12] 70.2 91.6 95.8 55.5 81.3 88.2
VSRN [34] 71.3 90.6 96.0 54.7 81.8 88.2
SGM [57] 71.8 91.7 95.5 53.5 79.6 86.5
IMRAM [8] 74.1 93.0 96.6 53.9 79.4 87.2
MMCA [63] 74.2 92.8 96.4 54.8 81.4 87.8

GSMN(single) [38] 72.6 93.5 96.8 53.7 80.0 87.0
GSMN∗ [38] 76.4 94.3 97.3 57.4 82.3 89.0

ADAPT(single) [62] 73.6 93.7 96.7 57.0 83.6 90.3
ADAPT∗ [62] 76.6 95.4 97.6 60.7 86.6 92.0

CAMERA(single) [46] 76.5 95.1 97.2 58.9 84.7 90.2
CAMERA∗ [46] 78.0 95.1 97.9 60.3 85.9 91.7
DIME(single) [47] 77.4 95.0 97.4 60.1 85.5 91.8

DIME∗ [47] 81.0 95.9 98.4 63.6 88.1 93.0
VSE∞ [9] 81.7 95.4 97.6 61.4 85.9 91.5
NAAF [72] 81.9 96.1 98.3 61.0 85.3 90.6
HAT(i-t) 83.9 96.7 98.3 68.8 90.5 94.6
HAT(t-i) 84.3 97.3 98.9 70.2 90.8 94.5
HAT∗ 85.5 97.3 99.0 71.0 91.2 95.1

works. We note that almost all the baselines leverage Faster-
RCNN or Bottom-Up as image feature extractor, and (Bi-)RNN or
BERT as text representation encoder. As a powerful pre-trained
language model, BERT and its successors demonstrate superior-
ity in almost all the NLP tasks, including language understanding,
generation, and infilling. Similar phenomenons are observed in
this work, in other words, the methods adopting BERT as text
encoder, e.g., DIME, NAAF, RVSE++, and CAMERA, achieve more
precise retrieval results. In the visual part, different from all the
baselines, our HAT implements the recent powerful model, Swin
Transformer, to extract visual representations and result in sig-
nificant improvement. But we want to claim that the remarkable
improvement of HAT not only comes from the powerful pre-
trained model, but also benefits from the unified structures of
image and text encoders, i.e., Transformers, which will be com-
prehensively investigated and discussed in Section 4.5.

4.5 Investigation of Structural Discrepancy
between Image and Text Encoders

As claimed above, using different structures of encoders for images
and texts may degrade the representation learning of each modality
and also affect the semantic alignment across modalities. In this
section, we will empirically investigate whether the discrepancy
of encoders in structure has impact on the cross-modal retrieval
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Figure 2: Performance (Recall@1) of models with different
encoder combos and pairwise comparisons on Flickr30K.

Table 3: Performance comparison between HAT and its non-
hierarchical variant on Flickr30Kwith the i-t cross-attention.

Image-to-Text Text-to-ImageModel R@1 R@5 R@10 R@1 R@5 R@10
w/o hierarchical 79.8 95.9 97.5 66.3 88.6 93.3

HAT(i-t) 83.9 96.7 98.3 68.8 90.5 94.6

task and how it affects the final performance. Towards this end,
we test different encoder combos, combining image and text en-
coders with different architectures to build the cross-modal retrieval
model. Specifically, we include two image encoders, ResNet and
Swin Transformer, representing two types of the most typical image
encoder structures, CNN and Transformer. For text encoder, we
consider two representative structures, RNN and Transformer, and
include three models in total: GRU, vanilla Transformer, and BERT.

Figure 2 illustrates the performance improvements (Recall@1)
of the models combining different image and text encoders for
two cross-modal retrieval tasks on Flickr30K. From the comparison
within pairAwe can first observe twomodels, i.e., ResNet+GRU and
ResNet+Transformer achieve similar performance for both retrieval
tasks, showing the worst performances, and the Transformer gains
little improvement over GRU being text encoders when cooperated
with ResNet. However, we observe great performance improvement
(6.9 and 3.2 absolute improvements for I2T and T2I retrieval tasks)
in pair B, where the structures of two encoders are further changed
to be the same, i.e., replacing the GRU by a vanilla Transformer
for text encoder. This suggests the effectiveness of unifying the
structures of image and text encoders. Moreover, when both image
and text encoders employ the unified Transformer structure (pairC),
further advancing the text encoder with pre-trained and powerful
BERT, can bring additional performance boost. This observation
also supports the assertion of more powerful feature representation
leads to better performance in previous parts.

4.6 Analyses of Hierarchical Alignment
To investigate the impact of our hierarchical alignment strategy,
we conduct ablation for quantitative analysis and visualize the at-
tention map of each layer for intuitive analysis. We first analyze
the quantitative results, as illustrated in Table 3, the hierarchi-
cal alignment brings evident improvement for both image-to-text
and text-to-image retrieval tasks. This means that our hierarchical



MM ’23, October 29-November 3, 2023, Ottawa, ON, Canada Bin et al.

(b) A man walks his dog near the ocean.

(a) A man walks his dog near the ocean.

Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4

Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4

(d) A young woman running by an orange ribbon.

(c) A  half naked man is sleeping on his chair outdoors.

Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4

Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4

Figure 3: Illustrations of cross-attention map for text-to-image retrieval. We exhibit three-level attention maps for stage 2-4 of
Swin Transformer to investigate the image-text associations of different levels.

alignment leveraging complementary multi-level features is able
to enrich semantic associations between images and texts, and is
beneficial to the overall retrieval goal. To straightforwardly under-
stand the learned feature at different levels, we further visualize
the attention map in images for specific words of each level, as
illustrated in Figure 3. The shallow layer (Stage 2) tends to distrib-
ute the attention to many isolated dots or pixels around the target.
While the attention map of middle layer (Stage 3) exhibits primary
context-aware ability, and the deep layer (Stage 4) is able to capture
the salient context with respect to the target word. The integra-
tion of multi-level could leverage the high-semantic context and
low-semantic pixels to associate cross-modal information. From the
above observations, we can find that both the quantitative and qual-
itative results have verified that our hierarchical alignment strategy
can capture more semantic context and achieve better performance.

4.7 Visualization of Image and Text
Representations

In this part, we study the impacts on learned representation distri-
bution with different encoder architectures. We utilize t-SNE [53]
to visualize the distributions of image and text representations with
Flickr30K test set with different architecture combos for the en-
coders. As illustrated in Figure 4, we can observe that Swin+BERT
(a) and Swin+Trans (b) employing Transformer architecture for
both image and text encoder learn similar distributions for images
and texts. While Swin+GRU (c) and ResNet+GRU (d) exhibit very
different distribution patterns for image and text representations.
These observations further support that the architecture discrep-
ancy between encoders leads to different feature distribution for
images and texts. Besides, the unified structure of two-stream en-
coders, Transformer architecture in specific, enables the encoders
learn more compatible representation distributions for images and
texts, and makes them align better in the common semantic space,
resulting in better retrieval performance.

(a) Swin+BERT (b) Swin+Trans

(c) Swin+GRU (d) ResNet+GRU

Figure 4: Distributions of learned image and text representa-
tions with different encoder combos. Both (a) and (b) employ
Transformer architecture as image and text encoders, which
show similar distributions for image and text representa-
tions. (c) and (d) show very different distribution patterns
for image and text representations, due to the discrepancy
between image and text encoder architectures.

5 CONCLUSIONS
In this work, we studied the problem of architecture discrepancy
between two-stream encoders in cross-modal retrieval. To address
this issue, we proposed a novel framework, namely hierarchical
alignment Transformers (HAT), which employed two-stream Trans-
formers, e.g., Swin Transformer and BERT, to unify the architectures
of image and text encoder, and enriched the cross-modal associa-
tions by hierarchical alignment. The extensive experiments on two
commonly-used datasets, Flickr30K and MSCOCO, demonstrated
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the superiority of our proposed HAT. Besides, further analyses
verified the effectiveness of unifying encoder architectures of im-
ages and texts with Transformer, as well as the valuable ability of
hierarchical alignment strategy.
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