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ABSTRACT
Most existing image-text matching methods adopt triplet loss as
the optimization objective, and choosing a proper negative sample
for the triplet of <anchor, positive, negative> is important for ef-
fectively training the model, e.g., hard negatives make the model
learn efficiently and effectively. However, we observe that existing
methods mainly employ the most similar samples as hard negatives,
which may not be true negatives. In other words, the samples with
high similarity but not paired with the anchor may reserve positive
semantic associations, and we call them false negatives. Repelling
these false negatives in triplet loss would mislead the semantic
representation learning and result in inferior retrieval performance.
In this paper, we propose a novel False Negative Elimination
(FNE) strategy to select negatives via sampling, which could allevi-
ate the problem introduced by false negatives. Specifically, we first
construct the distributions of positive and negative samples sepa-
rately via their similarities with the anchor, based on the features
extracted from image and text encoders. Then we calculate the false
negative probability of a given sample based on its similarity with
the anchor and the above distributions via the Bayes’ rule, which is
employed as the sampling weight during negative sampling process.
Since there may not exist any false negative in a small batch size, we
design a memory module with momentum to retain a large negative
buffer and implement our negative sampling strategy spanning over
the buffer. In addition, to make the model focus on hard negatives,
we reassign the sampling weights for the simple negatives with a
cut-down strategy. The extensive experiments are conducted on
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Flickr30K and MS-COCO, and the results demonstrate the superi-
ority of our proposed false negative elimination strategy. The code
is available at https://github.com/LuminosityX/FNE.
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𝑎𝑛𝑛𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑖𝑛𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑙𝑦
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𝑆𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑙𝑦 𝑢𝑛𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑎𝑛𝑑

𝑎𝑛𝑛𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑙𝑦

Figure 1: Illustration of a triplet. The triplet consists of an
anchor, a positive sample, and a negative sample, and tries
to attract the positive samples and repel the negative sam-
ples. However, the negatives may not be true negatives, such
as the negative sample in the orange box sharing the same
semantics with the image, which should not be considered
as negative and is called false negative in this paper.

ar
X

iv
:2

30
8.

04
38

0v
1 

 [
cs

.C
V

] 
 8

 A
ug

 2
02

3

https://doi.org/10.1145/3581783.3612101
https://github.com/LuminosityX/FNE
https://doi.org/10.1145/3581783.3612101
https://doi.org/10.1145/3581783.3612101


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

1 INTRODUCTION
With the growing power of deep learning methods and the accessi-
bility of various types of data, the field of multi-modal analysis has
gained widespread attention. Among them, jointly understanding
and exploring of vision and language are the most crucial problem.
In this paper, we focus on the task of image-text matching, which
aims to search the most relevant image (or text) with a query text
(or image). This task is a fundamental research problem in the field
of vision-language understanding and is beneficial to numerous
tasks such as image captioning [3, 17], visual question answering
(VQA) [1, 33], and others [4, 5, 11, 45]. Despite the exciting progress
that has been made in this area, jointly learning the image and
text representations for more accurate semantic alignment remains
challenging due to the inherent heterogeneous gap between visual
and textual modalities.

Existing works mainly adopt two kinds of methods to learn
the correspondence between visual and textual representations:
the Visual Semantic Embedding (VSE) methods [7, 16, 18, 27] and
the Cross-Attention (CA) methods [24, 35, 43, 51]. Specifically, the
VSE methods separately embed the whole image and text into a
common semantic space by two independent networks. As prior
works, the methods [18, 23] employ Convolutional Neural Net-
works (CNNs) and Recurrent Neural Networks (RNNs) to extract
visual and textual features for representation learning, respectively.
More recently, some works [7, 27, 34] extract words and regions
features by BERT [12] and Faster R-CNN [36] to explore the fine-
grained associations between images and sentences. However, the
VSE methods is limited in terms of matching performance due to
that it only explores the semantic interactions within each modality,
resulting in lacking of sufficient modal interaction. Therefore, the
CA methods are proposed to learn rich inter-modal interactions
utilizing a cross-attention mechanism. For instance, SCAN [24]
explores all latent alignments by attending words to each regions
or attending regions to each word. While the cross-attention oper-
ation has brought significant performance improvements, and also
induced huge computational costs.

As we know, most existing image-text matching methods imple-
ment triplet loss as the optimization objective to train the model.
For image-text matching, a triplet typically consists of an anchor
query image1, a positive text, and a negative text, which formulates
a positive pair and a negative pair. As shown in Figure 1, the opti-
mization objective of triplet loss is to narrow the distance between
anchor and positive samples and push away the negative samples
in the common space. Through such attraction and repulsion for
different kinds of samples, the model could learn the implicit seman-
tic associations and result in precise image-text matching. Naive
triplet loss in image-text matching [18] only leverages the negative
samples in current mini-batch, and cannot exhaustively explore the
ones in the whole dataset. With the introduction of the hard nega-
tive mining strategy [16], which only considers the negative sample
with the highest matching score for optimization to avoid redun-
dant samples easy to distinguish, and makes the model learn more
discriminative representations. Then many works attempt to devise

1To make the paper clear, here we describe the image-to-text matching process as
example, and vice versa for text-to-image matching.

and employ various hard negative mining strategies and signifi-
cantly improves the image-text matching performance [8, 24, 35, 51].
However, some works point out that the hardest negatives may
make the distance metrics fail to capture the semantics and lead to
bad local minima[32, 37, 46, 47, 49], and propose semi-hard triplet
mining and easy positive mining to alleviate this issue. We also
observe that some negative samples actually share the same se-
mantics with the anchor and positive samples. Besides, due to the
semantic diversity and flexibility, there could exist multiple texts
to describe one identify image, and vice versa. While hard negative
mining strategy attempts to push them all away, excepting the ones
annotated positive with the anchor in the dataset, by the triplet
loss. Obviously, repelling such negatives with positive semantics,
called false negative in this paper, may mislead the model learning
and result in inferior semantic representations.

To alleviate the problems caused by false negatives, we propose
a novel False Negative Elimination strategy, namely FNE, to sample
the negatives with different weights. Intuitively, a negative sample
holds higher similarity with an anchor, it is more likely to share the
similar or same semantics with the anchor, which means higher
confidence to be a false negative. With such assumption, we first
construct two distributions based on the similarities of positive pairs
(all the anchors and corresponding positive samples) and negative
pairs. Based on the similarity distributions, we can easily calculate
the probability that a given example is a false negative by Bayes’
rule. We then implement a weighted-sampling strategy by assign-
ing lower weights to avoid the false negative to be included in the
triplet loss. However, limited by the GPU memory, mini-batching
technique is commonly-used during training, but there may not
exist any false negatives with a small batch-size. To make more
samples accessible in the sampling process, we introduce a novel
momentum memory module to retain a large buffer of negative
samples, and improve the occurrence frequency of false negatives.
Previous works [8, 46, 51] point out that the easy negatives (ob-
viously reverse farther distance with the anchor than positives)
are redundant and cannot provide much information in the triplet
loss optimization. We therefore introduce a simple cut-down strat-
egy, decreasing the sampling probability of such easy negatives, to
make the model focus on hard negatives and learn better seman-
tic representations. Extensive experiments have been conducted
on MS-COCO and Flickr30K, and verified the effectiveness of our
proposed approach. The main contributions are as follows:

• We propose a novel False Negative Elimination (FNE) strategy
to effectively alleviate the false negative problem during image-
text matching training. Our FNE implements weighted-sampling
for hard negatives with posterior probability, and attempts elimi-
nate false negatives by assigning lower sampling weights.
• To make more samples available during sampling process, we
introduce a momentum memory module to enlarge the sampling
pool from a small mini-batch to a large buffer. This buffer retains
more negatives and results in more occurrence of false negatives.
• Extensive experiments have been conducted on two commonly-
used datasets, MS-COCO and Flickr30K in specific. The experi-
mental results demonstrate that our proposed methods outper-
forms all the SOTAs and verify its effectiveness.



Your Negative May not Be True Negative:
Boosting Image-Text Matching with False Negative Elimination MM ’23, October 29-November 3, 2023, Ottawa, ON, Canada

Image 

Encoder

𝑉

ҧ𝑣 ഥ𝑤𝑚

𝑐𝑜𝑠

𝑊

ҧ𝑣𝑚 ഥ𝑤

𝑐𝑜𝑠

Text

Encoder

False Negative Elimination

Triplet Loss

Momentum 

Encoder

Momentum 

Encoder

matched image-text

mismatched image-text

similarity distribution

−𝑎 𝑆− − 𝑆+ 2

{𝑆1
+, 𝑆2

+ , 𝑆3
+ , ⋯ 𝑆𝑖

+ }

{𝑆1
−, 𝑆2

− , 𝑆3
− , ⋯ 𝑆𝑖

− }

-0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 -0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8

-0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8

𝐵𝑎𝑦𝑒𝑠

False Negative Elimination

-0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8

similarity sampling weight

T
rip

let L
o

ss

negative selection

false negative weight

uninformative negative weight

𝒖𝒏𝒊𝒇𝒊𝒆𝒅

Figure 2: Illustration of the pipeline of our proposed False Negative Elimination (FNE) strategy and model framework. The
model framework consists of the original feature encoder and its corresponding Momentum Memory Module. The proposed
FNE strategy assigns sampling weights to negative samples based on the probability of being false negatives, whereby higher
probabilities result in lower weights. Finally, this leads to a more accurate and discriminative feature representation.

2 RELATEDWORKS
2.1 Image-Text Matching
As pointed in [26, 27], existing image-text matching methods can be
divided into two categories, Visual Semantic Embedding method [7,
16, 18, 27, 39], and Cross-Attention method [19, 24, 35, 43, 51].
Visual Semantic Embedding: The VSE methods independently
projecting the entire image and text into a common embedding
space with a two-branch neural network. Therefore, these methods
can increase the inference speed by cache embedding, making them
efficient in real-world scenarios. The first visual semantic embed-
ding model was proposed by Frome et al. [18], which employed the
CNN and Skip-Gram [30] for visual and language feature extraction.
Faghri et al. [16] proposed the VSE++ method, which integrated
online hard negative mining strategy into the triplet loss function.
Chen et al. [7] proposed a Generalized Pooling Operator, which
generates the best pooling strategy by learning different weights for
each ranking dimension. Recently, Zheng et al. [27] proposed the
well-scaled RVSE++ method, which solves the gradient vanishing
problem and achieves the state-of-the-art performance.
Cross-Attention: The CAmethods explore the fine-grained seman-
tic correspondences between images and texts through the cross-
attention mechanism. A stacked cross attention (SCAN) model was
proposed by Lee et al. [24], which measures the image-text sim-
ilarity by selectively cross aggregating regions and words. Later,
Wei et al. [43] introduced the self-attention and cross-attention
mechanisms to model both intra-modal and inter-modal interac-
tions. Qu et al. [35] introduced a dynamic routing mechanism for
model embedding, which dynamically selects the embedding path
based on the input and designed four types of interaction cells for
intra-modal and inter-modal interaction. Recently, Zhang et al. [51]
proposed the NAAF method based on SCAN method, which further

refines the calculation of similarity by considering the negative im-
pact caused by mismatched fragments. However, during inference,
the cross-attention method requires calculating cross-attention on
all visual and textual data, resulting in significantly lower efficiency
compared to the VSE methods. This makes it unsuitable for large-
scale vision-language retrieval.

2.2 Negative Samples Selection
The selection of negative samples is critical and has been widely
studied in various fields, including retrieval and recommendation [13,
14, 39] In contrastive learning, PIRL [31] first expanded the selection
range of negative samples and increased the probability of select-
ing hard negative samples by maintaining a memory bank. Then,
MoCo [20] introduced a momentum model based on the memory
bank, further enhancing its scalability. For image-text matching,
early works [18] utilized all negative samples with triplet loss for
training. Faghri et al. [16] proposed the triplet loss with online
hard negative mining strategy. Most image-text matching methods
adopt this selection strategy to optimize their models, and achieves
remarkable improvements. Later, the AOQ method [8] employed
a pre-trained model to search for the hardest sample pairs within
the entire dataset before training and Wei et al. [42] proposed a
universal weighting framework to assign larger weight to harder
sample, which further improved retrieval performance. However,
these works only focus on selecting the hardest negative samples to
learn more discriminative feature representations, while ignoring
the semantic diversity in both images and text. The semantic diver-
sity results in the existence of sample pairs within negative samples
that are actually matching, which are referred to false negatives.
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3 THE PROPOSED METHOD
The overall pipeline of our proposed False Negative Elimination
(FNE) strategy and model framework are illustrated in Figure 2.
The model framework consists of two feature encoder and its cor-
responding momentum memory module. When calculating the
triplet loss function, we apply our proposed FNE strategy to select
negative samples to reduce the presence of false negatives. In this
section, we will elaborate on them in detail. Firstly, we introduce the
way to extract visual and textual representations in Sec 3.1. Then,
we describe the details of our proposed False Negative Elimination
strategy in Sec 3.2. Finally, we introduce the momentum memory
module and the final objective function in Sec 3.3 and Sec 3.4.

3.1 Feature Representations
Image Representation. We adopt the ViT model [15] based on
transformer [38] structure to extract the image features. The ViT
model divides a given image into patches and employs self-attention
mechanism to better learn the spatial context information of the im-
age, ultimately obtaining the patch features of the image. To better
align the semantics between visual and text modalities, following
previous works [34, 35], we project the patch features into a com-
mon semantic space through a fully-connection layer. Finally, the
learned patch features could be denoted as V = {v𝑖 |𝑖 = 1, ...,𝑚, v𝑖 ∈
R𝑑 }, where𝑚 indicates the number of patches for each image.
Text Representation. To process the input texts, we follow recent
trends in the Natural Language Processing community and utilize a
pre-trained BERT [12] model, BERT-based in specific, to extract con-
textual word representations. Similarly, we employ fully-connection
layers to project the extracted word features into a common se-
mantic space, and obtain W = {w𝑗 | 𝑗 = 1, ..., 𝑙,w𝑗 ∈ R𝑑 }, where 𝑙
denotes the number of words in the sentence.

v̄ =
1
𝑚

𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

v𝑖 , w̄ =
1
𝑙

𝑙∑︁
𝑗=1

w𝑗 . (1)

To facilitate subsequent optimization of the loss function and the
calculation of final similarity, we adopt an average pooling opera-
tion to obtain global features for both images and texts.

3.2 False Negative Elimination Strategy
Once the global features of both images and texts are obtained, the
triplet loss will be employed to supervise the alignments between
visual and textual semantics. A metric function is first applied to
measure the distance or similarity between the paired image v̄ and
sentence w̄, both for positive and negative pairs. Herewe implement
the commonly-used cosine similarity as:

𝑠 (v̄, w̄) = v̄𝑇 w̄
| |v̄| | | |w̄| | . (2)

Subsequently, the triplet loss function is employed to achieve the
attraction of positive pairs and the repulsion of negative pairs,
which could be formulated as:

Ltri =[𝑚𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑖𝑛 − 𝑠 (v̄, w̄) + 𝑠 (v̄, w̄−)]+
+ [𝑚𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑖𝑛 − 𝑠 (v̄, w̄) + 𝑠 (v̄−, w̄)]+,

(3)

where 𝑚𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑖𝑛 is a constraint hyper-parameter, implying that a
negative should stay further away from the anchor than the positive

with𝑚𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑖𝑛, or the triplet will be penalized. [·]+ =𝑚𝑎𝑥 (0, ·). w̄−

denotes the hard negative text embedding and v̄− denotes the hard
negative image embedding in a mini-batch.

Most existing hard negative mining strategies choose the most
similar examples, i.e., highest similarity with anchor, to construct
the <anchor, positive, negative> triplet. As aforementioned, such
hard negatives with very high similarities may share the same
semantics and actually match with the anchor, we call them false
negative in this paper, due to the semantic diversity. The triplet loss,
however, still attempts to push them away from the anchor, which
maymake the model confused to learn the semantic representations
and then lead to inferior image-text matching performance. The
ideal way to address this problem would be directly removing these
false negative samples during triplet loss calculation. But it is hard
to automatically and totally exclude them from the hard negatives,
without explicit label to indicate whether a sample is a false negative
or true negative. Therefore, we propose a novel negative sampling
strategy, termed false negative elimination (FNE), which tries to
alleviate this problem via deceasing the occurrence probability of
false negatives. In specific, given a negative sample, the propose
FNE strategy attempts to estimate the posterior probability that it
to be a false negative, based on the Bayes’ rule and prior probability
distributions of positive and negative samples.

As aforementioned, false negatives refer to the samples that
are defined as negative samples in the dataset, but actually match
with the anchor in semantics. Since we try to employ the posterior
probability to estimate how likely a negative sample that to be a
false negative, which is equivalent to estimate how likely it matches
with the anchor, i.e., to be a positive. Towards this end, we need to
investigate the statistical property of positive pairs based on the
match scores, a.k.a, similarities between anchors and corresponding
positive samples. The related distribution of negative samples also
is calculated, because the false negative is annotated as negative.
We therefore obtain the positive and negative similarities as:

𝑆+ = [𝑠+1 , 𝑠
+
2 , 𝑠
+
3 , · · · , 𝑠

+
𝑖 , · · · ],

𝑆− = [𝑠−1 , 𝑠
−
2 , 𝑠
−
3 , · · · , 𝑠

−
𝑖 , · · · ],

(4)

where 𝑆+ and 𝑆− are defined as the sets of matched pairs similarity
and mismatched pairs similarity, respectively. Following [51], we
utilize normal distribution to model the similarities as:

𝑓𝑆 |𝑐 (𝑠) =
1

𝜎+
√

2𝜋
𝑒

[
− (𝑠−𝜇

+ )2
2(𝜎+ )2

]
,

𝑓𝑆 |𝑐 (𝑠) =
1

𝜎−
√

2𝜋
𝑒

[
− (𝑠−𝜇

− )2
2(𝜎− )2

]
,

(5)

where (𝜇+, 𝜎+) and (𝜇−, 𝜎−) are the mean and standard deviation
of the two distributions respectively, which are accumulated and
calculated in each mini-batch. 𝑐 and 𝑐 are random events of match
and non-match, respectively. Note that we have not constructed
the distributions leveraging off-the-shelf models or features of-
flinely, because the representation ability of the model is growing
with the training process. In other words, fixed distributions can-
not precisely describe the statistical property of similarity for the
purpose of eliminating the false negatives for current model. The
off-the-shelf model cannot provide suitable hard negative and false
negative measurement when the ability of current model surpassed



Your Negative May not Be True Negative:
Boosting Image-Text Matching with False Negative Elimination MM ’23, October 29-November 3, 2023, Ottawa, ON, Canada

it, and finally limits to further improve the ability of current model.
However, due to the similarity being calculated by the current
model, there is a certain error. Therefore, in order to better approxi-
mate the true similarity distribution of matching and non-matching
pairs, only when the similarity of matching pairs in the current
mini-batch is higher than that of other non-matching pairs, their
similarity will be sampled for calculating the mean and variance to
build the distribution.

After obtaining the prior similarity distributions, the posterior
probability indicating the likelihood of given negative sample to
be a false negative could be expressed as a conditional probability
as 𝑃 (𝐶 = 𝑐 |𝑆 = 𝑠), where 𝑐 indicates the event of a given sample
matches with the anchor in semantics, and 𝑠 is the similarity score
between them. However, since𝐶 is a discrete random variable, while
𝑆 is a continuous one, the conditional probability 𝑃 (𝐶 = 𝑐 |𝑆 = 𝑠)
cannot be directly calculated because the event {𝑆 = 𝑠} with zero
probability for continuous random variable. Following [2], instead
of conditioning on the event {𝑆 = 𝑠}, we try to condition on the
event {𝑠 ≤ 𝑆 ≤ 𝑠 + △𝑠}, where △𝑠 is a small positive number, and
then take the limit as △𝑠 tends to zero. The posterior probability
𝑃 (𝐶 = 𝑐 |𝑆 = 𝑠) can be derived following the Bayes’ rule:

𝑃 (𝐶 = 𝑐 |𝑆 = 𝑠) ≈ 𝑃 (𝐶 = 𝑐 |𝑠 ≤ 𝑆 ≤ 𝑠 + △𝑠)

=
𝑃 (𝑐)𝑃 (𝑠 ≤ 𝑆 ≤ 𝑠 + △𝑠 |𝑐)
𝑃 (𝑠 ≤ 𝑆 ≤ 𝑠 + △𝑠)

(6)

where 𝑠 represents the similarity between given sample and anchor.
The mean value theorem of integrals is subsequently applied as:

𝑃 (𝑐)𝑃 (𝑠 ≤ 𝑆 ≤ 𝑠 + △𝑠 |𝑐)
𝑃 (𝑠 ≤ 𝑆 ≤ 𝑠 + △𝑠) =

𝑃 (𝑐)
∫ 𝑠+△𝑠
𝑠

𝑓𝑆 |𝑐 (𝑡)𝑑𝑡∫ 𝑠+△𝑠
𝑠

𝑓𝑆 (𝑡)𝑑𝑡

≈
𝑃 (𝑐) 𝑓𝑆 |𝑐 (𝑠)△𝑠

𝑓𝑆 (𝑠)△𝑠

=
𝑃 (𝑐) 𝑓𝑆 |𝑐 (𝑠)

𝑓𝑆 (𝑠)
.

(7)

Based on the total probability theorem, the denominator 𝑓𝑆 (𝑠) can
be evaluated as:

𝑓𝑆 (𝑠) = 𝑃 (𝑐) 𝑓𝑆 |𝑐 (𝑠) + 𝑃 (𝑐) 𝑓𝑆 |𝑐 (𝑠), (8)

where 𝑐 represents the event of a given sample mismatches the
anchor. Finally, we can re-write Equation 7 as:

𝑃 (𝐶 = 𝑐 |𝑆 = 𝑠) =
𝑃 (𝑐) 𝑓𝑆 |𝑐 (𝑠)

𝑃 (𝑐) 𝑓𝑆 |𝑐 (𝑠) + 𝑃 (𝑐) 𝑓𝑆 |𝑐 (𝑠)
. (9)

From above derivations, the posterior probability 𝑃 (𝐶 = 𝑐 |𝑆 = 𝑠)
is determined by three distributions. The first two distributions,
namely the similarity distributions of matches and mismatches,
have been obtained in Equation 5. As everyone knows, there only
exist match and mismatch for a given sample and an anchor, which
means the random variable 𝐶 follows the Bernoulli distribution as:

𝐶 ∼ 𝐵(1, 𝑝), (10)

where 𝑝 is the probability for event 𝑐 . Since there exist false nega-
tives in the dataset, directly calculating the distribution parameter
𝑝 conditioned on the annotated data is not appropriate. We simply
tune 𝑝 and choose the best one depending on validation set.

Given a negative sample for an anchor, we can obtain the prob-
ability of how likely it would be a false negative from Equation 9.

Now we need to decide whether the negative should be included
in the triplet loss for optimization with the derived false negative
probability. Threshold value method would be a straightforward
and simple way but a little bit tricky, which needs exhaust tuning
for the threshold probability as a hyper-parameter. We therefore
follow another intuitive idea that the negative samples with higher
probability to be a false negative should occur less times in the
triplet, and implement weighted sampling based on the posterior
probability. To make the sampling more smooth, we employ the
exponential activation to the sampling function, and the whole
process can be formulated as:

𝑝𝑖 = 𝑒𝑥𝑝 (−𝑃 (𝐶 = 𝑐 |𝑆 = 𝑠 (𝑑−𝑖 ))), (11)

where 𝑝𝑖 represents the sampling weight, which will be used for
selecting the negative samples. 𝑑−

𝑖
denotes the negative sample.

Adopting the sampling method mentioned above can reduce the
occurrence possibility of false negatives. However, to make the op-
timization object focus on hard negatives, we introduce a cut-down
strategy for the easy negatives, whose false negative probability
tends to zero and should not be utilized the FNE sampling strategy
(as the gray area in the upper right corner of Figure 2). This is be-
cause these negative samples are obviously irrelevant to the anchor,
and definitely do not match the anchor. As pointed out in [8, 46, 51],
including these easy negatives in the triplet would not provide any
useful information for model optimization. Therefore, for negative
samples whose false negative probability tends to be zero, we cut
down their sampling weights and reset them as follows:

𝑝𝑖 = 𝑒𝑥𝑝 (−𝛼 (𝑠 (𝑑−𝑖 ) − 𝑠 (𝑑
+))2), (12)

where 𝛼 is a hyper-parameter to control the density of the sampling.
Finally, the negative sampling for the False Negative Elimination
strategy is a combination of these two, as shown below:

𝑝𝑖 =

{
𝑒𝑥𝑝 (−𝑃 (𝐶 = 𝑐 |𝑆 = 𝑠 (𝑑−

𝑖
))), 𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠

𝑒𝑥𝑝 (−𝛼 (𝑠 (𝑑−
𝑖
) − 𝑠 (𝑑+))2), 𝑃 (𝐶 = 𝑐 |𝑆 = 𝑠 (𝑑−

𝑖
)) ≤ 𝜆

,

(13)
where 𝜆 is set as 0.01. In this way, false negatives and easy negatives
are penalized with smaller sampling weights, making the model
learn semantic representations based on true and hard negatives.

3.3 Momentum Memory Module
Limited by the GPU memory size, many image-text matching meth-
ods [16, 24, 35, 51] implement very small batch size, e.g., 32 or 64,
for training based on large models, e.g., BERT. Within such small
mini-batch, there only exists small number of negatives for each
anchor, most of which are easy negatives and redundant to learn
the distance between the anchor and positives [46]. To make more
hard negatives and false negative accessible for each iteration, we
devise a novel momentum memory module, consisting of an image
memory bank and a text memory bank, to construct a large buffer
and dynamically retain more negatives for sampling.
Image Memory Bank. To mine negative samples for text queries,
we construct an image memory bank Mv ∈ R𝐾×𝑑 to store image
representations, which is intrinsically a queue of features. During
each iteration, the image representations in current mini-batch will
be enqueued into Mv, and the oldest images in the buffer queue
will be removed due to the fixed size of the queue. Finally, all image
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Table 1: Performance comparison with baselines on Flick30K and MS-COCO 1K test set. The best results are shown in bold.

Methods
Flickr30K MS-COCO

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(ECCV’18) [24] 67.4 90.3 95.8 48.6 77.7 85.2 72.7 94.8 98.4 58.8 88.4 94.8
CAMP(CVPR’19) [41] 68.1 89.7 95.2 51.5 77.1 85.2 72.3 94.8 98.3 58.5 87.9 95.0
BFAN(MM’19) [28] 68.1 91.4 - 50.8 78.4 - 74.9 95.2 - 59.4 88.4 -
SAEM(MM’19) [44] 69.1 91.0 95.1 52.4 81.1 88.1 71.2 94.1 97.7 57.8 88.6 94.9
VSRN(ICCV’19) [25] 71.3 90.6 96.0 54.7 81.8 88.2 76.2 94.8 98.2 62.8 89.7 95.1
CAAN(CVPR’20) [52] 70.1 91.6 97.2 52.8 79.0 87.9 75.5 95.4 98.5 61.3 89.7 95.2
IMRAM(CVPR’20) [6] 74.1 93.0 96.6 53.9 79.4 87.2 76.7 95.6 98.5 61.7 89.1 95.0
MMCA(CVPR’20) [43] 74.2 92.8 96.4 54.8 81.4 87.8 74.8 95.6 97.7 61.6 89.8 95.2
GSMN(CVPR’20) [29] 76.4 94.3 97.3 57.4 82.3 89.0 78.4 96.4 98.6 63.3 90.1 95.7
ADAPT(ECCV’20) [8] 76.6 95.4 97.6 60.7 86.6 92.0 76.5 95.6 98.9 62.2 90.5 96.0
CAMERA(MM’20) [34] 78.0 95.1 97.9 60.3 85.9 91.7 77.5 96.3 98.8 63.4 90.9 95.8
DIME(SIGIR’21) [35] 81.0 95.9 98.4 63.6 88.1 93.0 78.8 96.3 98.7 64.8 91.5 96.5
VSE∞(CVPR’21) [7] 81.7 95.4 97.6 61.4 85.9 91.5 79.7 96.4 98.9 64.8 91.4 96.3

MV-VSE(IJCAI’22) [26] 82.1 95.8 97.9 63.1 86.7 92.3 80.4 96.6 99.0 64.9 91.2 96.0
NAAF(CVPR’22) [51] 81.9 96.1 98.3 61.0 85.3 90.6 80.5 96.5 98.8 64.1 90.7 96.5
CMSEI(WACV’23) [19] 82.3 96.4 98.6 64.1 87.3 92.6 81.4 96.6 98.8 65.8 91.8 96.8
RVSE++(Arxiv’23) [27] 83.6 96.5 98.6 64.3 88.2 93.0 81.6 96.6 98.8 66.6 92.1 96.6

Ours 85.4 98.1 99.2 70.1 90.7 94.7 82.5 96.6 99.0 67.7 90.5 95.2

representations in the memory bank will be used to calculate the
similarity and loss with the text representations of the current mini-
batch. Since the size of the memory bank would be very large to
access more negatives during sampling, the representations in the
same memory bank come from different mini-batches extracted by
model parameters across multiple iterations, which exist feature
shifts and raise issues to the similarity ranking. Inspired by [20, 53],
we incorporate a momentum encoder (shown on the left in Figure 2)
with our image memory bank to alleviate this issue. Different from
the original image encoder 𝜃 𝑣𝑞 that is directly updated through
the gradient back-propagation, the momentum encoder 𝜃 𝑣

𝑘
keeps

a more smooth update with momentum from previous steps. The
update process can be formulated as:

𝜃 𝑣
𝑘
←𝑚𝜃 𝑣

𝑘
+ (1 −𝑚)𝜃 𝑣𝑞, (14)

where𝑚 ∈ [0, 1) is a momentum hyper-parameter, we set 0.995
in this paper. With the momentum technique, the feature shifts
could be significantly alleviated and make the features in the same
memory bank more suitable for similarity calculation.
Text Memory Bank. Similarly, we also construct a text memory
bank Mt ∈ R𝐾×𝑑 with momentum update scheme for text repre-
sentations storage. 𝐾 is the length of memory bank.

3.4 Training and Inference
Training Objective. Following the existing methods [7, 16, 24, 40,
51], we also implement the triplet loss in Equation 3 as our loss
function. Different from previous works, however, the negative
samples selected for repulsion are no longer the hard negative
samples, but the ones sampled via our false negative elimination
strategy. The final loss function can be formulated as follows:

L =[𝑚𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑖𝑛 − 𝑠 (v̄, w̄) + 𝑠 (v̄, w̄FNE)]+
+ [𝑚𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑖𝑛 − 𝑠 (v̄, w̄) + 𝑠 (v̄FNE, w̄)]+,

(15)

where w̄FNE and v̄FNE denote the negative embedding for text and
image respectively, selected by our FNE strategy.
Inference Process. During the inference stage, the negatives sam-
pling strategy, in specific our FNE strategy, will not be implemented
any more. Our framework follows the commonly-used way that
computes the similarity between the query anchor and all the sam-
ples in the test set, and then ranks them with similarities. The
samples with highest rank, e.g., top-1, top-5, and top-10, would be
considered as the retrieval results.

4 EXPERIMENTS
We evaluate our method on Flickr30K [48] and MS-COCO [10]. The
datasets and experimental details are presented in the appendix.

4.1 Performance Comparison
Baselines and state-of-the-arts. To evaluate the effectiveness of
our proposed FNE strategy, we compare it with several state-of-the-
art baselines on the MS-COCO and Flickr30K datasets in Table 1
and Table 2. As summarized in Section 2.1, these baselines include
(1) the Visual Semantic Embedding methods, including SAEM [44],
CAMERA[34], VSE∞ [7], MV-VSE [26], etc. (2) the Cross-Attention
methods, including SCAN [24], IMRAM [6], DIME [35], NAAF[51],
etc. The former fashion, VSE method, is efficient in retrieval during
inference, but its performance is generally limited due to the lack
of sufficient inter-modal interactions. The latter one, CA fashion
explores the fine-grained cross-modal interactions and achieves bet-
ter performance, while it suffers from expensive computation cost.
However, due to the rise of pre-trained models such as BERT [12],
the performance gap between the two types of methods is gradually
being eliminated. The recent state-of-the-art method, RVSE++, is
precisely a visual semantic embedding method. Note that, many



Your Negative May not Be True Negative:
Boosting Image-Text Matching with False Negative Elimination MM ’23, October 29-November 3, 2023, Ottawa, ON, Canada

Table 2: Performance comparison with state-of-the-art base-
lines on MS-COCO 5K test set.

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

SCAN [24] 50.4 82.2 90.0 38.6 69.3 80.4
CAMP [41] 50.1 82.1 89.7 39.0 68.9 80.2
VSRN [25] 53.0 81.1 89.4 40.5 70.6 81.1
CAAN [52] 52.5 83.3 90.9 41.2 70.3 82.9
IMRAM [6] 53.7 83.2 91.0 39.6 69.1 79.8
MMCA [43] 54.0 82.5 90.7 38.7 69.7 80.8
CAMERA [34] 55.1 82.9 91.2 40.5 71.7 82.5
DIME [35] 59.3 85.4 91.9 43.1 73.0 83.1
VSE∞ [7] 58.3 85.3 92.3 42.4 72.7 83.2

MV-VSE [26] 59.1 86.3 92.5 42.5 72.8 83.1
NAAF [51] 58.9 85.2 92.0 42.5 70.9 81.4
CMSEI [19] 61.5 86.3 92.7 44.0 73.4 83.4
RVSE++ [27] 60.6 86.4 92.8 44.5 74.5 84.5

Ours 64.3 87.0 92.9 47.6 74.9 83.5

methods [8, 24, 34, 35] achieve further improvement through ensem-
ble of multiple models. In order to provide a fair and comprehensive
comparison, we also provide an ensemble model, which averages
similarity scores of two models with different random seeds.
Performance comparison. The quantitative result comparisons
between our FNE and SOTAs are shown in Table 1 and Table 2.
Firstly, we can observe that the NAAF and RVSE++ methods out-
perform other baseline methods in the CA and VSE methods, re-
spectively. NAAF is an extension of SCAN [24] that further refines
the similarity calculation process by focusing on the similarity of
mismatched fragments. This allows the CA methods to consider
both positive and negative effects during the attention calculation
process, resulting in better CA performance. On the other hand,
RVSE++, based on VSE∞ [7], chooses whether to mine hard neg-
ative samples according to the similarity between positive and
negative pairs, thus alleviating the gradient vanishing problem
and achieving superior performance. This also verifies that hard
negative mining is crucial for image-text matching, and RVSE++
improves performance by mining hard negative samples at the
appropriate time. Our FNE steps further to investigate the false
negative issue in hard negative mining, and outperforms almost all
the state-of-the-art methods across most evaluation metrics, except
for R@5 and R@10 for the task of text-to-image matching on MS-
COCO. Specifically, on the Flickr30K dataset, compared with the
RVSE++, our FNE achieves 1.8% and 5.8% improvements in terms of
R@1 at two retrieval directions, respectively. Similarly, compared
with NAAF, our FNE achieves 3.5% and 9.1% improvements in terms
of R@1 at two directions, respectively. We also achieve similar gains
on the larger and complicated MS-COCO dataset, including the
evaluation metrics for the 5-folds 1k and full 5k. Compared with
the state-of-the-art model RVSE++ on MS-COCO 1K test set, our
FNE achieves 0.9% and 1.1% improvements in terms of R@1 at two
retrieval directions, respectively. Moreover, on the MS-COCO Full
5K test set (shown in Table 2), our FNE also achieves 3.7% and
3.1% improvements in terms of R@1 at two directions, respectively.
All experimental results demonstrate the effectiveness of our FNE

Table 3: Ablation studies about the each component of model,
which are obtained on Flickr30K.

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

w/o MMM+FNE 77.2 95.2 98.6 63.7 88.3 93.0
w/o MMM 77.0 95.0 98.3 63.2 89.0 93.9
w/o FNE 83.8 97.0 99.1 67.0 88.8 93.1

Full 84.7 97.1 99.1 68.1 90.0 94.0

Table 4: Investigation of the matching probability 𝑝 in Equa-
tion 10. Experiments are conducted on Flickr30K.

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

1/1000 83.2 97.8 99.2 67.8 89.9 93.9
1/5000 83.8 97.1 98.8 68.0 90.1 94.0
1/10000 84.7 97.1 99.1 68.1 90.0 94.0
1/50000 84.2 97.2 98.9 67.8 89.9 93.6
1/100000 83.8 97.3 98.7 68.2 89.8 93.7

strategy. Our approach effectively alleviates the prevalent false
negative problem in image-text matching systems, enabling the
model to learn more accurate and discriminative representations
and resulting in better image-text matching performance.

4.2 Ablation Study
We perform extensive ablation studies on Flickr30K to evaluate
the effectiveness of each component of the proposed approach,
and illustrate the results in Table 3 (all the results are with single
model). From the results, we have following observations: 1) The
basic model with ViT and BERT only, removing both the false nega-
tive elimination strategy and the momentum memory module (w/o
MMM+FNE), leads to dramatically performance degradation, which
verifies the effectiveness of the combination of proposed FNE and
MMM. 2) When we only remove the momentum memory module
(w/o MMM), the performance further decreases a little. This is be-
cause MMM enlarges the negative pool and makes more negatives
accessible in sampling, which could provide more meaningful neg-
atives. 3) When we independently employ the momentum memory
module without FNE (w/o FNE), the performance achieve signifi-
cant improvement comparing with w/o MMM, but there remains a
large gap between the full model. This first verifies the conclusion
again, that MMM enables more negative in sampling and results in
better performance. Meanwhile, it also demonstrates that the false
negative elimination strategy is crucial for mining suitable hard
negatives for model optimization, which could further improve the
image-text matching accuracy.

Besides, we also investigate the effects of setting different values
for the prior matching probability 𝑝 in Equation 10. Since the match-
ing examples are rare in real-world scenario, we set a very small
number for 𝑝 , e.g., 1/10000, and tune it based on the validation set.
The results are shown in Table 4. It can be observed that the impact
of different parameter settings on the final retrieval performance is
not very significant, even with a hundredfold difference between
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(d) People are walking by stores and window shopping.

(c) Children are eating food at a table.(a) A dog runs on the green grass near a wooden fence.

Full Model w/o FNE

(b) The little girl is wearing a floating device in the water.

Full Model w/o FNE

Full Model w/o FNE

Full Model w/o FNE

Positive: False Negative:

Figure 3: Illustration of cross-attention maps. The left side corresponds to positive samples, while the right side corresponds to
false negatives. We compare the Full model and the w/o FNE model.
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Figure 4: Effects of different mini-batch sizes on the momen-
tum memory module with fixed length.

1/1000 and 1/100000. This indicates that the exponential function
we employed when generating the final weights effectively reduces
the sensitivity of our method to this parameter, resulting in a more
robust retrieval performance. We observe that the model achieves
the best performance when 𝑝 = 1/10000, and therefore fix the value
for all the experiments.

4.3 Analysis of Memory Module
Previous works [8, 9, 50] point out that larger mini-batch usually
leads to better image-text matching results due to accessing of
more negative samples. As aforementioned, the memory module
enlarges the sampling pool and has addressed the problem of less
negative samples with small batch-size. To further investigate the
effectiveness for more small batch, we conduct experiments with
fixed memory length, e.g., 8192, across different small batch-sizes,
e.g., 24 and 16, even 8. The experimental results are illustrated in
Figure 4, from which we can observe that the model with different
batch size exhibits similar performance, which means it is no longer
sensitive to the batch size with our large memory module. This
makes our approach able to perform on the devices with small
memory with small batch size, e.g., 8 samples in a mini-batch.

4.4 Qualitative Analysis and Visualization
In this paper, we have defined the false negatives as the samples
sharing the same semantics with anchor. Obviously, pushing away
such false negatives from the anchor would confuse the model in
metric learning and lead to inferior semantic representations. To
examine the concrete effects on representation learning, we visu-
alize the attention map in images for specific words, as illustrated
in Figure 7, which indicates the fine-grained associations between
images and texts. It can be observed that our FNE produces fea-
tures that more accurately capture objects with respect to the target
word, both on positive samples and false negatives. The attention
maps produced by the w/o FNE model are scattered and inaccu-
rate enough. To be noted that, when we remove FNE strategy, the
false negative will be pushed away as a negative, and learn to as-
sociates the word to the background (as shown on the right side).
By excluding the false negatives in the triplet, the model learns
more accurate and distinctive feature representations, and results
in better image-text matching performance. We also illustrate more
examples in the supplementary, w.r.t. the effects on representation
learning and sampling probability of FNE. Please kindly find them.

5 CONCLUSIONS
In this paper, we investigated the problem of false negative in hard
negative mining for image-text matching. To alleviate this issue, we
proposed a novel False Negative Elimination (FNE) strategy, which
first calculated the false negative probability of each negative based
on Bayes’ rule, and implemented weighted-sampling with the prob-
ability to decide whether a negative sample to be included in the
triplet loss. To make more negative samples accessible during the
sampling process, we further introduced a momentum memory
module to enlarge the sampling pool of negatives. With the above
techniques, the false negatives could be well eliminated and made
the model focus on the learning of true and hard negatives. Exten-
sive experiments had been conducted on Flickr30K and MS-COCO,
and the results verified the effectiveness of the proposed approach.
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A APPENDIX
Below, we first introduce the details of the dataset and experimental
implementation, then investigate the effects of the size of memory
module, and present several cases to examine the false negative
probability estimated by our strategy. In addition, we also visualize
more examples to enrich the analysis described in Section 4.6.

A.1 Datasets and Evaluation Metrics
Flickr30K comprises 31,783 images, each of which is associated
with 5 different sentences. According to the previous settings in [21,
24, 28], we split this dataset into 29,783 training images, 1,000 valida-
tion images, and 1,000 testing images.MS-COCO dataset comprises
123,287 images, each of which is also annotated with five different
sentences. To ensure fair comparison with previous works, we used
the Karpathy split [21] to divide the dataset into 113,287 images for
training, 5,000 images for validation, and 5,000 images for testing.
Notably, in the MS-COCO, we conduct tests not only on the full
5K-image test set, but also on the 1K-image test set (averaged over
5 folds).

For the evaluation on Flickr30K and MS-COCO, following [10],
we adopt the Recall@K (R@K), with K = 1, 5, 10 as the evaluation
metric for the retrieval results. Recall@K measures the percentage
of queries for which the ground-truth hit in its top-K ranking list.
The higher R@K indicates the better performance.

A.2 Implement Details
The experiments and framework of our method are implemented
using PyTorch. The size of the mini-batch and momentum memory
module is set to 32 and 8192 respectively, with 25 training epochs on
both datasets. We employed the Adam optimizer [22] with an initial
learning rate of 0.00002 for model optimization. The learning rate is
decayed by 10 times at the 5th and 15th epochs during training. For
the pre-trained ViT and BERT models, we use the basic versions,
namely "vit-base-patch16" and "bert-base-uncased". The margin in
triplet loss function is empirically set as 0.2. The hyper-parameter
𝛼 in the Equation 12, adjusting the sampling density, is set as 0.5.

A.3 The Effects of momentum memory module
with different length

As aforementioned, we have demonstrated that when the length
of the momentum memory model is fixed, it can achieve similar
performance regardless of the mini-batch size, even if it is small, e.g.,
8 samples in a mini-batch. This means that with our momentum
memory module, the model could onlinely sample hard negatives
with small batch-size, and therefore can be implemented on devices
with small memory. To further investigate the effects of the size
of our momentum memory module, we conduct experiments with
a fixed mini-batch size, 32 in specific, across different lengths of
memory banks, e.g., 2048, 4096, 6144, and 8192. The experimental
results are shown in Figure 5, from which we can observe that
as the length of the memory module increases, the image-text
matching performance also improves, indicating that increasing
the length of momentum memory module achieves performance
improvement similar to increasing themini-batch size. Becausewith
larger momentum memory bank, our FNE is able to access more
hard negatives and select the true hard negatives for training, which

Table 5: Investigation of the 𝜆 in Equation 13. Experiments
are conducted on Flickr30K.

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

0.5 83.1 97.3 68.2 89.2
0.3 83.6 97.3 68.2 89.2
0.1 83.4 96.7 68.3 88.8
0.01 84.7 97.1 68.1 90.0

could achieve similar effects as a larger mini-batch size without
increasing the memory burden on GPU.

A.4 Illustrations of False Negative Probability
To better understand the effectiveness of our proposed False Neg-
ative Elimination (FNE) strategy, we examine the estimated false
negative probabilities for negative samples, and illustrate several
examples in Figure 6. The upper examples set images as anchors,
while the bottom ones correspond to text anchor. Each example
listed with a false negative probability is defined as a negative sam-
ple in the dataset. However, we can observe that some negative
samples obviously share the same semantics with corresponding
anchor and should have been matched with the anchor. In previous
works, these negative samples were selected as hard negatives due
to their high similarity with the anchor and will be pushed away
with hard negative mining strategies, resulting in conflicting op-
timization objectives. With the adoption of our FNE strategy, as
shown in the figure, we can estimate the posterior probability of
a negative sample to be a false negative, termed as false negative
probability in this work, and then implement a weighted-sampling
scheme to decrease the occurrence in the triplet. We also can ob-
serve that the samples with low false negative probability that
indeed share different semantics with the anchor. In summary, our
FNE strategy could well estimate the likelihood of a negative sam-
ple to be a false negative and mine true hard negatives, resulting in
better representation learning and matching performance.

A.5 Exhibition of Cross-Attention Maps
More cross-attention exemplars are presented in Figure 7. It can be
observed that our model accurately attends to the target region for
both positive samples and false negatives. These examples further
demonstrate that our proposed FNE can learn more accurate and
discriminative feature representations. As mentioned in the main
paper, our FNE can calculate the false negative probability for each
negative sample, and assign low sampling weights to negative
samples with high false negative probabilities to reduce the adverse
impacts of false negatives duringmodel optimization. This alleviates
the contradiction between the optimization objectives of attracting
positive samples and repelling false negatives, resulting in better
performance in image-text matching. Therefore, compared to the
model without the FNE strategy (w/o FNE), the attention between
the target region and the target word will be more accurate and
dense.
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Figure 5: Effects of momentum memory module with different length.

1.Three people are sitting at an outdoor table in 

front of a coffee shop.

1.A yellow bulldozer working to move dirt.

FN Probability: 72% FN Probability: 2% FN Probability: 1%

FN Probability: 99% FN Probability: 4% FN Probability: 1%

Query(a):                

Query(c):

Query(e):

Girl about to kick a piece of wood in half while karate instructor holds it.

Query(g):

Three people sit at an outdoor cafe.

FN Probability: 95%

FN Probability: 70%

FN Probability: 9%

FN Probability: 58%

FN Probability: 88%

FN Probability: 6%

2.Three people sitting under canopy that says Bar 

Gelati Tabacchi.

3.A girl sitting outside a coffee house on a maroon 

colored bench with another girl watching her. 

2.A man moves dirt using a large construction 

vehicle. 

3.A man in a white shirt is driving a tractor and 

dumping a load of sand.         

1. Men playing volleyball in the sand.

1. Three men are cooking in a kitchen.

Query(b):                

Query(d):

FN Probability: 83%

FN Probability: 54%

FN Probability: 15%

FN Probability: 12%

FN Probability: 83%

FN Probability: 1%

2. A volleyball player hitting a ball on the beach.

3. A group of spectators watch a men's sand 

volleyball game.

2. Three men are cheering in kitchen.

3. 3 guys ham it up in front of the camera.         

FN Probability: 77% FN Probability: 54% FN Probability: 6%

FN Probability: 83% FN Probability: 5% FN Probability: 1%

Query(f):

Two cars are driving on a racetrack..

Query(h):

Three men are cooking in a kitchen.

Figure 6: Illustration of the estimated false negative probability for negative samples. FN Probability refers to the false negative
probability.
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(f) Two young women stop and watch street performers.

(d)A man wearing bathing trunks is parasailing in the water.

Full Model w/o FNE

Full Model w/o FNE

Full Model w/o FNE

Full Model w/o FNE

Full Model w/o FNE

Full Model w/o FNE

(a) Pickers working out on a farm.

(c) A boy wearing a cubs uniform winds up to hit a ball.

(e) A woman wearing a hat is riding a bike.

(b) A man rides his mountain bike in the background.

(f) A woman is cooking with a large pot.

(d) A man trying to ride a very mad bull.

Full Model w/o FNE

Full Model w/o FNE

Full Model w/o FNE

Full Model w/o FNE

Full Model w/o FNE

Full Model w/o FNE

(a) A horse bucks it's rider at a rodeo.

(c) Two Formula-1 cars are racing side by side on a track. 

(e) Crowds of people are all riding bicycles.

(b) Group of people standing in front of a stone structure. 

Positive:

False Negative:

Figure 7: Illustration of cross-attention maps. The upper side corresponds to positive samples, while the lower side corresponds
to false negatives. We compare the Full model and the w/o FNE model.
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