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Abstract

This study aims to explore efficient tuning methods for the
screenshot captioning task. Recently, image captioning has
seen significant advancements, but research in captioning
tasks for mobile screens remains relatively scarce. Current
datasets and use cases describing user behaviors within prod-
uct screenshots are notably limited. Consequently, we sought
to fine-tune pre-existing models for the screenshot caption-
ing task. However, fine-tuning large pre-trained models can
be resource-intensive, requiring considerable time, compu-
tational power, and storage due to the vast number of pa-
rameters in image captioning models. To tackle this chal-
lenge, this study proposes a combination of adapter meth-
ods, which necessitates tuning only the additional modules
on the model. These methods are originally designed for vi-
sion or language tasks, and our intention is to apply them to
address similar challenges in screenshot captioning. By freez-
ing the parameters of the image caption models and training
only the weights associated with the methods, performance
comparable to fine-tuning the entire model can be achieved,
while significantly reducing the number of parameters. This
study represents the first comprehensive investigation into
the effectiveness of combining adapters within the context
of the screenshot captioning task. Through our experiments
and analyses, this study aims to provide valuable insights into
the application of adapters in vision-language models and
contribute to the development of efficient tuning techniques
for the screenshot captioning task. Our study is available at
https://github.com/RainYuGG/BLIP-Adapter

Introduction
Recently, in this era where everyone owns a smartphone,
screenshot captioning has attracted increasing attention.
This task is aimed at producing natural language descrip-
tions of user behaviors captured within mobile screenshots.
Without these screenshot captioning systems, users are bur-
dened with the task of manually describing the UI of mobile
applications whenever they need to report issues to develop-
ers, or when creating application tutorials, etc. This process
can be both time-consuming and labor-intensive. Our objec-
tive is to investigate efficient tuning strategies tailored for
the screenshot captioning task.
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Machine learning has achieved significant success in both
vision and language tasks (Dosovitskiy et al. 2021; De-
vlin et al. 2019; Raffel et al. 2020; Liu et al. 2021; Yang
et al. 2022; Vaswani et al. 2017). Moreover, there have
been notable advancements in vision-language tasks (Rad-
ford et al. 2021; Li et al. 2022a, 2021, 2022b, 2023; Zhou
et al. 2019, 2022), such as image-text matching, visual ques-
tion answering, and image captioning. In these frameworks,
Vision-language models, which typically utilize both a vi-
sual model and a language model, have greatly improved
due to enhanced architecture designs and the availability
of large-scale high-quality datasets (Lin et al. 2014; Deng
et al. 2009; Krishna et al. 2017; Xu et al. 2016; Chen and
Dolan 2011; Agrawal et al. 2019). Despite advancements
in architectural designs, the size of modern vision-language
models is rapidly increasing, leading to substantial memory
and storage requirements. Moreover, these models typically
comprise a vast number of parameters, which poses a sig-
nificant challenge for training from scratch and consumes
considerable time and computational resources. Large-scale
high-quality datasets in image captioning tasks primarily
consist of general real-world scenes, with a lack of labeled
datasets specifically tailored to special domains, such as
medical images (Subramanian et al. 2020), earth observation
images (Zia, Mohsin Riaz, and Ghafoor 2022), and mobile
screenshots (Wang et al. 2021). However, collecting large-
scale datasets for every visual task is labor-intensive and
prohibitively expensive to scale. Moreover, ensuring high-
quality datasets also requires human resources for data label-
ing. To overcome these problems, fine-tuning the pre-trained
models has been widely adopted modernly. The models pre-
trained on large-scale datasets, such as ImageNet (Deng
et al. 2009), COCO (Lin et al. 2014), and Visual Genome
(Krishna et al. 2017), are used. These models are then sub-
sequently fine-tuned on smaller-scale specific downstream
datasets. It serves as a solution to leverage the pre-training
knowledge from large-scale datasets and adapt it to specific
tasks at hand.

However, fine-tuning the entire model can still be
resource-intensive, consuming considerable computation
power, storage, and time, especially for large vision-
language models. To address this, adapter-based fine-tuning
(Houlsby et al. 2019; Guo, Rush, and Kim 2020; Chen
et al. 2023a; Sung, Cho, and Bansal 2022) has emerged as
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Figure 1: Illustration of the adapter-based fine-tuning ap-
proach. Through the insertion of adapters, we can selectively
fine-tune the lightweight components, which, in our case,
comprise approximately 1.47% of the model’s total parame-
ters.

a more parameter-efficient alternative. Similarly, the model
pre-trained on large-scale datasets are used as the backbones
and the adapters with light learnable weight will be inserted
into the model. As shown in Figure 1, by using adapters,
the weights in the pre-trained models are frozen, subse-
quently, fine-tuning the adapters on smaller-scale down-
stream datasets. we can only conduct training on additional
adapters to get the fine-tuning effect. This approach enables
the model to be adapted to specific tasks while preserving
the knowledge acquired during pre-training. Additionally, it
helps mitigate the limitations related to dataset availability,
computational resources, and storage requirements that are
often encountered when training models from scratch.

To address the screenshot captioning task, this study
explores various methods and techniques for implementing
parameter-efficient tuning and evaluates their effectiveness
within this specific context. Modifications of the state-of-
the-art vision-language model, BLIP, are explored by em-
ploying parameter-efficient tuning methods for task-specific
fine-tuning in the mobile user interface (UI) screenshot cap-
tioning domain. The impacts of various methods are as-
sessed, providing a comprehensive evaluation of their re-
spective effects. Additionally, a modification is incorpo-
rated into the BLIP model, similar to the implementation
in previous work, by inserting an intermediate layer be-
tween the vision and language models. The effect of this
alteration, coupled with the use of parameter-efficient meth-
ods on the language model, is analyzed. Furthermore, this
study experiments with different combinations of parameter-
efficient tuning strategies on BLIP, evaluating their efficacy
for screenshot captioning tasks. Our contributions could be
summarized as:

• The evaluation of various parameter-efficient tuning
strategies is conducted, applied separately to vision and
language tasks, on the state-of-the-art captioning model,
BLIP.

• This study presents comprehensive transfer learning re-
search applied to Screen2Words, a dataset specifically
tailored for image captioning tasks within the mobile UI
domain.

• The demonstration that applying a combination of differ-
ent parameter-efficient tuning methods can achieve per-
formance comparable to full fine-tuning, but only re-
quires updating 0.08% to 1.47% of the parameters.

Related Work
Vision-Language Models
Vision-language models are a category of models that blend
vision and language components to tackle tasks that cross
both domains. These models’ architectures may vary de-
pending on the specific task. For instance, in image-text
matching tasks, a Siamese network architecture, featuring
both a visual encoder and a text encoder, is often pre-
ferred. Conversely, image captioning tasks typically employ
an encoder-decoder architecture, which comprises a visual
encoder and a text decoder.

Over the years, a variety of vision-language models
have emerged, reflecting advancements in architectural de-
signs and pre-training strategies, especially in image cap-
tioning tasks. In 2015, Vinyals et al. (Vinyals et al. 2015) in-
troduced an image caption generator that synergizes Convo-
lutional Neural Networks (Krizhevsky, Sutskever, and Hin-
ton 2012) as a visual encoder with Recurrent Neural Net-
works as a text decoder. In 2018, Anderson et al. introduced
the Bottom-Up and Top-Down Attention model (Anderson
et al. 2018). Its primary innovation lies in the utilization of
Faster R-CNN (Ren et al. 2015) for object detection, en-
abling the achievement of bottom-up attention by obtaining
the corresponding detected targets and labels. Further, Long-
Short Term Memory (LSTM) networks (Hochreiter and
Schmidhuber 1997) were leveraged in the decoder, dynami-
cally adjusting the focus on the input image features accord-
ing to the output language. This attention mechanism allows
the model to pay greater attention to the more salient and im-
portant objects in the image, thus creating a better descrip-
tion. However, after transformer-architecture-based models
(Vaswani et al. 2017; Devlin et al. 2019) demonstrated state-
of-the-art performance in natural language processing tasks,
their impact extended to the field of vision-language mod-
els. The introduction of the Vision Transformer by Doso-
vitskiy et al. in 2020 (Dosovitskiy et al. 2021) marked a
significant milestone. The Vision Transformer applies the
transformer architecture to visual data by treating images
as sequences of patches. This approach achieved competi-
tive results in image classification tasks and influenced the
development of vision-language models. Building on these
innovations, the BLIP model, introduced by Li et al. in
2022 (Li et al. 2022b), has achieved state-of-the-art perfor-
mance across multiple vision-language tasks. It achieves this
through pre-training multimodal components such as visual
and text encoders, as well as a text decoder, which are appli-
cable to various vision-language tasks, including image-text
matching, visual question answering, and image captioning.
During pre-training, BLIP utilizes large-scale datasets, in-



cluding COCO (Lin et al. 2014), Visual Genome (Krishna
et al. 2017), Conceptual Captions (Sharma et al. 2018), Con-
ceptual 12M (Changpinyo et al. 2021), SBU captions (Or-
donez, Kulkarni, and Berg 2011), and LAION (Schuhmann
et al. 2021) for comprehensive pre-training. In image cap-
tioning tasks, the visual encoder and text decoder compo-
nents are used, which are ViT (Dosovitskiy et al. 2021) and
BERT (Devlin et al. 2019) respectively, followed by fine-
tuning on the COCO Caption dataset (Lin et al. 2014). This
convergence of ViT and BERT underlines the transformative
role of the transformer architecture in propelling advance-
ments in vision-language models. Such progress highlights
the importance of architectural innovation and refined pre-
training strategies in further advancing the field of vision-
language understanding and generation.

Adapter Approaches
Adapters, introduced by Houlsby et al. in 2019 (Houlsby
et al. 2019), are a parameter-efficient tuning technique em-
ployed in transfer learning. This approach involves adding
lightweight, task-specific layers or modules to a pre-trained
model without altering the original parameters. Instead of
fine-tuning the entire model, it’s feasible to tune only the
small-scale adapters to achieve the fine-tuning effect. By se-
lectively updating these adapters while freezing the remain-
ing parameters, parameter efficiency is achieved without sig-
nificantly compromising the model’s performance. More-
over, by only saving the additional weights of the adapters
during training, greater storage efficiency is achieved com-
pared to saving the weights of the entire model. These
adapters learn task-specific information while keeping the
pre-trained model’s parameters intact, thus reducing com-
putational and storage costs and allowing for better general-
ization to different tasks.

Adapters have shown significant performance not only
in natural language processing tasks (Houlsby et al. 2019;
He et al. 2021; Bapna, Arivazhagan, and Firat 2019; Pfeif-
fer et al. 2020; Chen et al. 2023b) but also in various vi-
sion tasks. (Chen et al. 2023a; Pan et al. 2022; Ermis et al.
2022; Yi-Lin Sung 2022). The bottleneck adapters, as pro-
posed by Houlsby et al., are inserted into the transformer ar-
chitecture, specifically after the feed-forward layers. These
adapters comprise a down projection, followed by a GELU
activation function, and then an up projection. Bapna et al.
(Bapna, Arivazhagan, and Firat 2019) modify the adapter
architecture for translation tasks by incorporating an addi-
tional layer normalization and replacing the GELU activa-
tion function with a ReLU activation function. The Com-
pacter architecture, proposed by Mahabadi et al. in 2021
(Karimi Mahabadi, Henderson, and Ruder 2021), modifies
the adapter structure by replacing the linear down- and up-
projections with a parameterized hypercomplex multiplica-
tion layer. Distinct from the linear layer, this hypercomplex
multiplication layer generates its weight matrix from two
smaller matrices, consequently decreasing the total num-
ber of parameters. Additionally, these matrices can be fac-
torized and shared across all adapter layers. Prefix Tuning,
introduced by Li et al. in 2021 (Li and Liang 2021), in-
novates by incorporating new parameters within the multi-

head attention blocks in each transformer layer. Specifi-
cally, it enhances the model by prepending trainable pre-
fix vectors to the keys and values of the attention head in-
put, which adds flexibility and adaptability to the model’s
attention mechanism. Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA), intro-
duced by Hu et al. in 2021 (Hu et al. 2021), incorporates
trainable low-rank decomposition matrices into the layers
of a pre-trained model. Specifically, LoRA targets the at-
tention weights within the transformer’s self-attention sub-
layers. Instead of introducing additional parameters, BitFit
(Zaken, Ravfogel, and Goldberg 2021) simply fine-tunes the
bias terms within each module, allowing for task-specific
adaptation with minimal changes to the pre-trained model.
In object detection tasks, Liu et al. introduced Explicit Vi-
sual Prompting (EVP) in 2023 (Liu et al. 2023), which em-
ploys an architecture similar to Houlsby’s adapters. EVP dis-
tinguishes itself by incorporating handcrafted features as in-
put to the adapters and utilizing shared up-projection lay-
ers within the adapter structure. In 2022, Sung et al. intro-
duced VL-Adapter (Yi-Lin Sung 2022), wherein they ex-
perimented with integrating various adapters into vision-
language models and evaluated their performance. They pri-
marily applied these adapters to video question answering
tasks. In contrast to our approach, their model features both
a visual encoder and a text encoder, as well as a text de-
coder, while ours does not include a text encoder. Addition-
ally, their models are pre-trained on general image datasets
and NLP tasks, whereas our model is specifically pre-trained
for the image captioning task and we further fine-tuned for
a specialized screenshot captioning dataset.

Mobile Screenshot Captioning
Mobile screenshot captioning is a specialized subset of im-
age captioning that concentrates on generating textual de-
scriptions for mobile screenshots. This task is notably chal-
lenging due to the distinctive traits of mobile screenshots,
including the presence of various UI elements, the absence
of fixed layouts, and a wide range of UI elements and styles.
Contrary to general image captioning, which emphasizes de-
scribing the overall scene and objects, mobile screenshot
captioning focuses on articulating the functionality and con-
tent of the UI elements. Additionally, in mobile screenshot
captioning, the layout of UI elements is more closely linked
to captioning performance.

Screen2Words, introduced by Wang et al. in 2021
(Wang et al. 2021), is the first open-source dataset for mo-
bile screenshot captioning. This dataset is built upon the
Rico dataset (Deka et al. 2017), which is a large-scale
dataset containing mobile app interface images, and UI
layouts. Screen2Words enhances the mobile screenshots in
the Rico dataset (Deka et al. 2017) by including human-
labeled textual descriptions that correspond to the screen-
shots. The dataset consists of 22,417 unique Android screen-
shots, each accompanied by five concise language descrip-
tions that convey important content and functionality of the
mobile screens. These descriptions are valuable for various
language-based application scenarios. Additionally, they of-
fer a model that includes a ResNet encoder and Transformer
decoder, which serves to evaluate the performance of the



dataset.

Methodology
We explored the effectiveness of various parameter-efficient
tuning strategies as applied to screenshot captioning tasks.
Our goal is to illustrate how employing a combination of
parameter-efficient tuning methods can contribute to achiev-
ing parameter-efficient tuning for our caption models while
maximizing the performance of screenshot captioning sys-
tems. The BLIP Caption model (Li et al. 2022b) is em-
ployed as our image caption model and is fine-tuned by
the Screen2Words dataset (Wang et al. 2021) as our base-
line. Subsequently, the following parameter-efficient tuning
strategies were evaluated separately on the visual encoder
and text decoder of the BLIP Caption model. Following this,
different combinations of these strategies were employed
to ascertain the most effective approach for optimizing the
model architecture and fine-tuning the components of the
model to achieve desired outcomes. The specifics of these
parameter-efficient tuning approaches and the model archi-
tecture are detailed in the following sections.

Parameter-Efficient Tuning approaches
As our model is a vision-language model, we had explored
the usage of adapters specifically designed for the vision and
language components separately. These adapters, including
the Houlsby adapter (Houlsby et al. 2019), BitFit (Zaken,
Ravfogel, and Goldberg 2021), LoRA (Hu et al. 2021), and
Explicit Visual Prompting (Liu et al. 2023), were examined
both individually and in various combinations in the experi-
ments.

• Houlsby adapter is additional bottleneck module that
consist of a down-projection, GELU activation, an up-
projection, and a skip connection. In our implementation,
Houlsby adapters were integrated into the three feed-
forward layers of each transformer block in the text de-
coder as shown in Figure 2 (a).

• BitFit stands out by not necessitating the introduction of
additional modules to the model. Instead, it focuses on
fine-tuning the biases of the existing modules within the
model. In these experiments, the effectiveness of apply-
ing BitFit to either the visual encoder or the text decoder
is examined.

• LoRA consists of a down-projection and an up-
projection that run in parallel with the existing linear-
projection layers. In our experiments, LoRA was in-
tegrated into the attention modules of the transformer
blocks in text decoder as shown in Figure 2 (b). The at-
tention module typically consists of queries, keys, and
values, with LoRA being employed in the queries and
values.

• Explicit Visual Prompting (EVP) adapters utilize a sim-
ilar architecture to Houlsby adapter, comprising a down-
projection, GELU activation, and an up-projection. How-
ever, there are notable differences in terms of input,
weight sharing, and network connection. In the case of
EVP adapters, the input includes both the projection of

Figure 2: Illustration of the adapter insertion points in
the BLIP Caption model. (a) The modifications to the
BLIP Caption model architecture. (b) The architecture of
parameter-efficient method modules.

the input image and task-specific information. Further-
more, the weight of the up-projection is shared among all
EVP adapters, allowing for efficient parameter sharing.
These adapters are inserted in front of each transformer
block within the visual encoder.

Model Architecture Modification
As we need to insert additional modules into the model and
freeze the original weights except for those we want to fine-
tune, there are several ways to modify the model architec-
ture.

First, experiments were conducted using these
parameter-efficient tuning methods individually, either on
the visual encoder or the text decoder, to observe the impact
of each method on the vision-language model. Since EVP
adapter is specifically tailored for object detection tasks and
aligns well with the Vision Transformer architecture, it was
deployed on the visual encoder. To this end, three different
handcrafted features were experimented with as inputs to
EVP adapter: the Fast Fourier Transform of the original im-
age, as outlined in EVP paper, the original image itself, and
its grayscale version. The inclusion of the grayscale version
is particularly beneficial for screenshots, as the semantics
of most screenshot elements are color-irrelated, which is
described in the Screen2Words paper. On the other hand,
given that the other methods are primarily engineered for
NLP tasks, it was considered fitting to apply them to the text
decoder. This was done to determine whether the method
modified on the visual encoder or the text decoder is more
effective for the vision-language model when choosing only
one of them. The positions of insertions or modifications for
each method within the model are depicted in Figure 2 (a).

Second, a modification similar to the model imple-
mentation of the VL-adapter (Sung, Cho, and Bansal 2022)
was implemented, which involves inserting a visual projec-
tion between the visual encoder and the language model as
shown in Figure 2 (a). A key difference between our model
and that of the VL-adapter is the absence of a text encoder
in the former. Therefore, the linear projection layer was in-
serted between our visual encoder and text decoder. In this



strategy, only the visual projection and associated modules
of the methods on the text decoder were fine-tuned. Given
the freeze applied to the entire visual encoder, only the meth-
ods on the text decoder were employed. Moreover, an exper-
iment was conducted using the Vision Transformer block as
the visual projection instead of the linear projection layer,
inspired by the implementation of the VL-adapter. This was
done to determine whether employing a visual projection
and solely fine-tuning the text decoder could outperform
fine-tuning the entire model in this particular scenario.

Finally, an attempt was made to combine the methods
on both the visual encoder and text decoder to see if the
combination could lead to enhanced results. EVP adapters
were integrated into the visual encoder using various hand-
crafted features, and combined with Houlsby adapter and
LoRA, which were implemented on the text decoder. As the
underlying principle of BitFit is not to introduce additional
modules but rather to fine-tune the biases, it was additionally
tested across the entire model.

Through these experiments, insights were gained into
how different adapters and methods affect the vision-
language model’s performance. Our findings provide guid-
ance for selecting the optimal approach in fine-tuning and ar-
chitecting the model to achieve the desired results in screen-
shot captioning systems.

Evaluation
We begin by introducing the experimental settings, includ-
ing dataset selection, evaluation metrics, and training proce-
dures. Subsequent utilization of parameter-efficient tuning
methods and evaluation of various model structure modifi-
cations associated with these methods was carried out, as
detailed in the Methodology section. Initially, the perfor-
mance of the methods when applied to the visual and lan-
guage components was evaluated individually. Thereafter,
the visual encoder was frozen and only the text decoder
and the inclusion of a visual projection were trained. Fi-
nally, the integration of the methods into both the visual and
language components of the BLIP caption model was ex-
plored. In this three attempts, the entire model with approx-
imately 223 million parameters, which underwent complete
fine-tuning, served as a baseline for performance compar-
isons. This enables the assessment of how closely each mod-
ification and the methods can approach the baseline perfor-
mance. Through these evaluations, the aim was to determine
the impact of each modification and the methods on the per-
formance and parameter efficiency of the model. This com-
prehensive analysis enabled the identification of the most
effective strategies for enhancing the screenshot captioning
system.

Experiment Settings
In our experiments, the Screen2Words dataset (Wang et al.
2021) is utilized for training, validation, and evaluation. The
dataset was split according to the guidelines provided in its
release. Each screenshot in the dataset is accompanied by
five captions. To match the number of captions and ensure
sufficient training data, the screenshots were duplicated dur-
ing the training phase, resulting in five training instances for

each. During the evaluation phase, the five captions associ-
ated with each screenshot were used as references. To gauge
the performance of the models, the BLEU-4 and CIDEr met-
rics (Papineni et al. 2002; Vedantam, Lawrence Zitnick, and
Parikh 2015) were employed, both being widely used bench-
marks in the field of image captioning. All experiments
were conducted using the PyTorch deep learning framework
(Paszke et al. 2019) and were performed on a single Nvidia
RTX A6000 GPU. During the training process, the AdamW
optimizer with a weight decay of 0.1 was utilized, and the
learning rate was set to 5e-5. The batch size for training is
32, and the models were trained for a total of 30 epochs.

Individual Tuning of Visual and Language
Components
The parameter-efficient tuning approaches were employed
for the visual encoder and text decoder separately to observe
the individual effects of each approach on our captioning
task. For the text decoder, methods such as BitFit, Houlsby
adapter, and LoRA were utilized. In this scenario, the en-
tire visual encoder was frozen and the training was focused
on the components of the method integrated into the text
decoder. Conversely, for the visual encoder, methods such
as EVP, BitFit were employed, and the entire text decoder
was frozen while training exclusively focused on the com-
ponents associated with the method on the visual encoder.
Additionally, due to the use of handcrafted feature extraction
in EVP, three different handcrafted features were employed:
the Fast Fourier Transform of the original image, along with
the original image and its grayscale version. In our notation,
“FT” stands for fine-tuning, “EVP” represents Explicit Vi-
sual Prompting, “EVP-gs” indicates Explicit Visual Prompt-
ing with grayscale extraction, and “EVP-fft” signifies Ex-
plicit Visual Prompting with Fast Fourier Transform extrac-
tion. Additionally, “(A)” denotes the entire model, “(V)”
corresponds to the visual encoder, and “(T)” signifies the
text decoder. The “Parameters(%)” column in the table de-
notes the percentage of trainable parameters in the model.
The results are shown in Table 1.

We can observe that by fine-tuning the entirety of a
model component if it has a sufficient number of parameters,
the performance can either approach the baseline or even
show potential for enhancement. Both fine-tuning the en-
tire visual encoder and the entire text decoder could achieve
more than 90% BLEU-4 score of the baseline. Notably,
when solely fine-tuning the entire visual encoder, the per-
formance exceeds expectations, with the CIDEr score sur-
passing that achieved by fine-tuning the whole model. We
guess that this can be attributed to the text decoder, which
remains frozen, already having been pre-trained for the cap-
tioning task, thus proving sufficient in generating quality
captions. Additionally, the sufficient parameters of the visual
encoder are conducive to the learning of task-specific infor-
mation. When employing parameter-efficient tuning meth-
ods individually, Houlsby adapter stands out by achieving
the highest performance, reaching approximately 91.4% of
the CIDEr score attained by fine-tuning the entire model,
thereby surpassing all other methods. Additionally, a marked
decline in performance was observed when these methods



BLEU-4 CIDEr Parameters(%)

FT (A) 20.6 88.3 100.0

FT (V) 18.6 89.6 38.44

FT (T) 19.0 82.3 61.56

EVP (V) 11.6 65.1 0.29

EVP-gs (V) 11.7 64.9 0.29

EVP-fft (V) 12.1 66.1 0.29

BitFit (V) 13.4 67.9 0.05

BitFit (T) 14.8 70.4 0.08

Houlsby (T) 18.0 80.7 1.18

LoRA (T) 14.5 74.2 0.26

Table 1: Performance of individual component tuning using
parameter-efficient methods.

were utilized in isolation, especially if they were not applied
to the text decoder. This can be attributed to the fewer pa-
rameters being adjusted, which suggests that methods ap-
plied solely to the visual encoder may not possess sufficient
parameters to learn task-specific information, whereas meth-
ods applied exclusively to the text decoder are more adept at
learning how to generate captions. Therefore, it is more ef-
fective to use the methods on the text decoder and fine-tune
it to achieve satisfactory results. This enables the model to
adjust and enhance its language generation capabilities for
the specific task, leading to getting close to the performance
achieved by fine-tuning the entire model.

Text Decoder and Visual Projection Tuning
The visual encoder was frozen and focus was exclusively
put on training the text decoder and the visual projection
layer as illustrated in Figure 2 (a). BitFit, Houlsby adapter,
and LoRA are utilized with a visual projection layer to in-
vestigate the potential performance enhancements this com-
bination might yield. The visual projection layer employed
is a linear projection layer that maps the visual features to
the same dimensionality as the original features. Moreover,
an experiment was conducted using a Vision Transformer
block (ViT block) as an alternative to the linear projection
layer. The results are shown in Table 2.

We observe that when using a visual projection layer
and training both the projection and the entire text decoder,
the performance significantly declines, with the CIDEr score
dropping to 67.3, which is approximately 76.2% of the base-
line. This decline can be attributed to the visual projection
layer being initialized with zeros, which destabilizes the pre-
trained weights on the text decoder during training. In con-
trast, due to the frozen pre-trained weights on the text de-
coder, LoRA and Houlsby adapter only fine-tune the addi-
tional parameters, making them more stable. In this case,

BLEU-4 CIDEr Parameters(%)

FT (A) 20.6 88.3 100.0

linear & text decoder 15.7 67.3 61.66

linear & Houlsby 17.9 81.3 1.44

linaer & LoRA 16.1 80.5 0.52

ViT block & text decoder 16.6 77.9 62.74

ViT block & Houlsby 18.2 86.0 4.18

ViT block & LoRA 17.9 88.1 3.31

Table 2: Performance of text decoder tuning with visual pro-
jection layer using parameter-efficient methods.

both LoRA and Houlsby adapter can achieve more than 88%
CIDEr score of the baseline. Moreover, utilizing ViT blocks
leads to superior performance in comparison to using a lin-
ear projection layer. This improvement can be attributed to
the ViT block’s enhanced capability in capturing the specific
information of the intermediate visual embeddings relative
to the linear projection layer. Houlsby adapter, in particu-
lar, attains a CIDEr score of 86.0, which represents approx-
imately 97.4% of the baseline. Furthermore, LoRA exhibits
the highest performance, achieving a CIDEr score of 88.1,
equivalent to roughly 99.8% of the baseline. In this experi-
ment, it’s evident that the use of visual projection can effec-
tively transfer task-specific features to a certain extent.

Entire Model Tuning
Both types of parameter-efficient tuning methods were im-
plemented simultaneously on the visual encoder and text de-
coder. For the text decoder, Houlsby adapter and LoRA were
utilized, while EVP was employed for the visual encoder.
Additionally, BitFit is exclusively tested on the entire model.
Given that BitFit’s fundamental concept does not involve the
introduction of additional modules, but instead focuses on
fine-tuning biases, it was deemed pertinent to evaluate its
impact across the whole model. The results are shown in Ta-
ble 3.

By utilizing the parameter-efficient tuning methods on
the whole model, where the trainable parameters are dis-
tributed sparsely throughout the model, we observe that
the results are reasonably robust. The lowest performance
achieved in this configuration is a CIDEr score of approxi-
mately 79.2, which is about 89.7% of the baseline. But the
lowest BLEU score is 15.4, which is only 74.8% of the base-
line. This discrepancy can be attributed to the BLEU metric
focusing solely on the n-gram overlap between the gener-
ated captions and the reference captions, whereas the CIDEr
metric takes into account not only n-grams but also the Term
Frequency Inverse Document Frequency (TF-IDF) (Robert-
son 2004), which measures the similarity between the gener-
ated captions and the reference captions. The combinations
of EVP with LoRA may capture some implicit information,
but may not perform as well in representing explicit details,
leading to lower BLEU scores. However, when using the



BLEU-4 CIDEr Parameters(%)

FT (A) 20.6 88.3 100.0

BitFit (A) 17.6 80.4 0.13

EVP & Houlsby 18.2 85.2 1.47

EVP-gs & Houlsby 18.2 84.7 1.47

EVP-fft & Houlsby 18.1 84.0 1.47

EVP & LoRA 15.4 79.2 0.55

EVP-gs & LoRA 15.4 79.2 0.55

EVP-fft & LoRA 15.8 80.7 0.55

Table 3: Overall performance of parameter-efficient tuning
methods on entire model.

combination of EVP with Houlsby adapter, the BLEU score
could acheieve 18.2, which is 88.3% of the baseline ans the
CIDEr score could reach 85.2, which is 96.5% of the base-
line.

Discussion
From our experimental results, we can observe that the hand-
crafted features used in EVP do not contribute to the en-
hancement of the model’s performance in our case. The per-
formance of EVP in this scenario is inferior to the other
methods when applied individually to the visual encoder.
However, when EVP is combined with the Houlsby adapter
or LoRA, effectively dispersing updatable parameters across
the entire model, we observe a substantial improvement in
performance.

BitFit, when applied across the entirety of the model,
can yield decent results without necessitating the insertion of
additional modules. However, when employed exclusively
on a partial component of the model, its effectiveness di-
minishes.

LoRA, in most cases, can achieve satisfactory results,
yet its performance is not on par with that of the Houlsby
adapter. These can be attributed to the fact that LoRA
is only applied to the attention module within the Trans-
former block, whereas the Houlsby adapter is implemented
throughout the entirety of the Transformer block. But when
LoRA is applied with a ViT block, it can achieve the highest
performance, very close to the baseline. This may because
LoRA in the cross-attention modules directly captures the
intermediate visual features during tuning, which are more
task-specific, and the ViT block can capture more informa-
tion than the linear projection layer.

Houlsby adapter, whether used individually on the text
decoder, applied with a visual projection layer, or combined
with EVP, almost outperforms all other methods. Houlsby
adapter, even when deployed independently, comes close to
matching the performance achieved by fine-tuning the entire
text decoder. Moreover, when it is applied with EVP, its per-
formance approximates the effectiveness of fine-tuning the
entire model, all while only necessitating updates to a mere

Figure 3: Comparison of the overall BLEU score of
parameter-efficient tuning methods.

1.47% of the model’s parameters. This demonstrates its sta-
bility and flexibility across various scenarios.

As demonstrated in Figure 4, we examine the CIDEr
performance of our experimental approaches. Individually
tuning the visual encoder and text decoder using parameter-
efficient methods doesn’t yield sufficiently satisfactory re-
sults. This could be due to an inadequate number of param-
eters available to learn task-specific information, or the in-
ability to modify the other component of the model, thereby
resulting in model instability. As depicted in Figure 3, the
BLEU scores of our combined approaches or those using vi-
sual projection are all approximately 18, reflecting closely
comparable performances. However, implementing the VL-
adapter’s model modification with a linear visual projection
layer does have some impact, but our application of the ViT
block coupled with LoRA—with only 3.31% of the entire
model’s parameters—is more effective in capturing interme-
diate visual features, thus achieving a higher score. The ViT
block, having a larger parameter count than the linear projec-
tion layer, could account for its superior performance. No-
tably, the ViT block’s parameters constitute approximately
3% of the entire model’s parameters, a quantity nearly ten-
fold that of the EVP’s parameters. The use of EVP with
Houlsby adapter, requiring only 1.47% of the model’s pa-
rameters, yields a substantial score, reaching 96.5% of the
baseline. We further delve into comparing the generated cap-
tions from these two top-performing methods, as outlined in
the Generated Captions section.

Generated Captions
In this section, we present a collection of example cap-
tions generated by our model, compared with human la-
bels and the outputs from the Screen2Words paper’s model
in the context of screenshot captioning tasks. These exam-
ples further elucidate our model’s capabilities in generating
captions, extending beyond the quantitative language scores
covered in the main sections of the paper. These selections



Figure 4: Comparison of the overall CIDEr score of
parameter-efficient tuning methods.

have been curated to showcase the diversity and quality of
captions generated across varied scenarios and conditions.
We also include a few examples where our model fails to
generate captions that are as accurate as the human labels,
and discuss the possible reasons for these failures. The ex-
amples provided here encompass captions generated by our
implementation of EVP with the Houlsby adapter, LoRA
paired with a ViT block visual projection, and the fine-
tuning of the entire model. For a comparative analysis, we
also include the generated captions from the model imple-
mented in the Screen2Words paper. It’s worth noting that
the model from the Screen2Words paper is a multi-modal
model that uses not only images but also the text and layout
information present in the screenshots as inputs.

As depicted in Figure 5, our models are able to cap-
ture the global information but struggle to retrieve the de-
tailed information, as evidenced in the two top examples. as
evidenced in the two top examples. The failures observed
could be attributed to the abundance of text on the screen-
shot and the fact that we solely use the image as input. In the
middle-left example, our two adapter-based models exhibit
a comprehensive understanding of the context as fine-tuning
the. In the middle-right example, the caption generated by
LoRA with the ViT block visual projection aligns more
closely with the human label than the captions produced by
either our implementation of EVP with the Houlsby adapter
or by fine-tuning the entire model. Interestingly, the lat-
ter two models mistakenly interpret the album as a music
player. This disfference could potentially be attributed to
the LoRA’s insertion into the attention module, enabling the
model to focus more on semantic features. In the bottom-
left example, our models grasp half of the context—they can
identify it as a login page but fail to recognize which app it
is. This may be attributed to the simplicity of the login page,
which consists of only a few elements in the page. Addition-
ally, the models may struggle to comprehend the text within
the page. In the bottom-right example, our models manage

Figure 5: Example of the generated captions

to discern that the app is a baby care app, but do not pick
up on the text information displayed on the screen. Notably,
the caption describes a baby in the app, which may be due to
the pre-training of the model on diverse datasets, including
classification datasets. This pre-training may predispose the
model to concentrate on objects present in the image.

Conclusion
This study explores the effectiveness of various parameter-
efficient tuning strategies, originally designed for both vi-
sual and language tasks, within the context of screenshot
captioning and conduct various combinations of the meth-
ods to identify the most effective combination for the BLIP
Caption model. Through our experiments, we find that us-
ing LoRA with a ViT block as a visual projection achieved
the highest CIDEr performance, reaching about 99.8% of
the performance achieved by fully fine-tuning the model,
with only 3.31% of the model’s parameters needing tun-
ing. Similarly, the combination of EVP on the visual encoder
and the Houlsby adapter on the text decoder reached about
96.5% of the performance of full fine-tuning, using only
1.47% of the model’s parameters. This underscores that both
EVP with Houlsby adapter and LoRA with ViT block are
viable choices, depending on the parameter constraints. It
also demonstrates the efficacy of parameter-efficient tuning
strategies in enhancing screenshot captioning performance.



These findings serve as an important benchmark for future
research in this field. Moreover, the generated captions by
these models for the test set could be a valuable resource for
further studies related to caption generation.
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