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Abstract

Following the recent popularity of Large Language Models (LLMs), several attempts
have been made to extend them to the visual domain. From having a visual assistant
that could guide us through unfamiliar environments to generative models that produce
images using only a high-level text description, the vision-language model (VLM) appli-
cations will significantly impact our relationship with technology. However, there are
many challenges that need to be addressed to improve the reliability of those models.
While language is discrete, vision evolves in a much higher dimensional space in which
concepts cannot always be easily discretized. To better understand the mechanics behind
mapping vision to language, we present this introduction to VLMs which we hope will
help anyone who would like to enter the field. First, we introduce what VLMs are, how
they work, and how to train them. Then, we present and discuss approaches to evaluate
VLMs. Although this work primarily focuses on mapping images to language, we also
discuss extending VLMs to videos.

1 Introduction
In recent years, we have seen impressive developments in language modeling. Many Large
Language Models (LLMs) such as Llama or ChatGPT are now able to solve such a large va-
riety of tasks that their usage is becoming more and more popular. Such models that were
mostly limited to text inputs are now extended to having visual inputs. Connecting vision
to language will unlock several applications that will be key to the current AI-based techno-
logical revolution. Even though several works have already extended large language models
to vision, connecting language to vision is not completely solved. For example, most models
struggle to understand spatial relationships or count without complicated engineering
overhead that relies on additional data annotation. Many Vision Language Models (VLMs)
also lack an understanding of attributes and ordering. They often ignore some part of
the input prompt, leading to significant prompt engineering efforts to produce the desired
result. Some of them can also hallucinate and produce content that is neither required nor
relevant. As a consequence, developing reliable models is still a very active area of research.

In this work, we present an introduction to Vision Language Models (VLMs). We explain
what VLMs are, how they are trained, and how to effectively evaluate VLMs depending
on different research goals. This work should not be considered as a survey or a complete
guide on VLMs1. Hence, we do not aim to cite every work from the VLM research field2;
nor does this work capture every best practice in this space. Instead, we aim to provide a
clear and easy-to-understand introduction to VLM research and highlight effective practices
for research in this space. This introduction should be especially useful for students or
researchers in other areas who want to enter the field.

We start by presenting the different VLM training paradigms. We discuss how con-
trastive methods have changed the field. Then, we present methods that leverage masking

1For complete and more technical surveys on VLMs, please refer to Zhang et al. [2024a], Ghosh et al. [2024],
Zhou and Shimada [2023], Chen et al. [2023a], Du et al. [2022], Uppal et al. [2022], and Liang et al. [2024].

2Nevertheless, if you find errors or have any comments about missing important references, please adress
them to fbordes@meta.com. We will try to include them in the next revision of this work.
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strategies or generative components. Lastly, we present VLMs which use pre-trained back-
bones (such as LLMs). Categorizing VLMs into different families is not an easy task, since
most of them have overlapping components. However, we hope that our categorization will
help new researchers navigate the field and shed light on the inner mechanisms behind
VLMs.

Next, we present typical recipes for training VLMs. For example, we cover: Which
datasets are appropriate given different research goals? Which data curation strategy?
Do we need to train a text encoder, or can we leverage a pre-trained LLM? Is a contrastive
loss enough for vision understanding or is a generative component key? We also present
common techniques used to improve model performance as well as grounding and better
alignment.

While providing the recipes for training models is a crucial step for better understanding
VLMs’ needs, providing robust and reliable evaluation of those models is equally important.
Many benchmarks that are used to evaluate VLMs have been introduced recently. However,
some of these benchmarks have essential limitations that researchers should be aware of.
By discussing the strengths and weaknesses of VLM benchmarks, we hope to shed light
on the challenges ahead to improve our understanding of VLMs. We start by discussing
the benchmarks that evaluate the visio-linguistic abilities of VLMs, and then we present
how to measure biases.

The next generation of VLMs will be able to understand videos by mapping video to
language. However, there are different challenges with videos that are not present with
images. The computational cost is of course much higher but there are also other con-
siderations on how to map the temporal dimension through text. By shedding light on
the current methods that learn from videos, we hope to highlight the current research
challenges to tackle on.

By lowering the barrier to entry into VLM research, we hope to provide the founda-
tions for more responsible development of VLMs while pushing the boundaries of vision
understanding.

2 The Families of VLMs
Given the impressive progress powered by deep learning in the fields of computer vision and
natural language processing, there have been several initiatives to bridge the two domains.
In this paper we focus on the most recent techniques based on transformers [Vaswani
et al., 2017]. We categorize these recent initiatives into four different training paradigms
(Figure 1). The first one around contrastive training is a commonly used strategy which
leverages pairs of positive and negative examples. The VLM is then trained to predict
similar representations for the positive pairs while predicting different representations for
the negative pairs. The second initiative, masking, leverages reconstruction of masked
image patches given some unmasked text. Similarly, by masking words in a caption, it is
possible to train a VLM to reconstruct those words given an unmasked image. VLMs based
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on pretrained backbones often leverage open-source LLMs like Llama [Touvron et al.,
2023] to learn a mapping between an image encoder (which could also be pre-trained) and
the LLM. Learning a mapping between pre-trained models is often less computationally
expensive than training text and image encoders from scratch. While most of those
approaches leverage intermediate representations or partial reconstructions, generative
VLMs are trained in such a way that they can generate images or captions. Given the
nature of those models, they are often the most expensive to train. We highlight that these
paradigms are not mutually exclusive; many approaches rely on a mix of contrastive,
masking, and generative criteria. For each of these paradigms, we present only one or
two models to give the reader some high-level insights on how those models are designed.

2.1 Early work on VLMs based on transformers
By using a transformer architecture [Vaswani et al., 2017], Bidirectional Encoder Repre-
sentations from Transformers (BERT) [Devlin et al., 2019] significantly outperformed all
language modelling approaches at that time. Unsurprisingly, researchers have extended
BERT to process visual data. Two of them are visual-BERT [Li et al., 2019] and ViL-
BERT [Lu et al., 2019] that combine text with images tokens. The models are trained on
two objectives: 1) a classical masked modelling task that aims to predict the missing part
in a given input; and 2) a sentence-image prediction task that aims to predict if a caption
is actually describing an image content. By leveraging these two objectives, the models
achieve strong performance across several vision-language tasks, mostly explained by the
ability of the transformer model to learn to associate words with visual clues through the
attention mechanisms.

2.2 Contrastive-based VLMs
Contrastive-based training is often better explained through an Energy-Based Models
(EBM) point of view [LeCun et al., 2006] in which a model Eθ, parameterized by θ, is trained
to assign low energy to observed variables and high energy to unobserved ones. Data
from a target distribution should have low energy while any other data points should have
higher energy. To train these models, we consider input data x with an energy function
Eθ(x) of parameters θ. The corresponding Boltzman distribution density function to learn
can be written as:

pθ(x) =
e−Eθ(x)

Zθ

with normalization factor Zθ =
∑

x e
−Eθ(x). To estimate the target distribution PD from

which input data are drawn, we can in principle use the traditional maximum likelihood
objective:

argmin
θ

Ex∼PD(x)[− logPθ(x)]

whose gradient is:

∂Ex∼PD(x)[− logPθ(x)]

∂θ
= Ex+∼PD(x)

∂Eθ(x
+)

∂θ
− Ex−∼Pθ(x)

∂Eθ(x
−)

∂θ
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Figure 1: Families of VLMs. Contrastive training is a commonly use strategy that uses pairs of
positive and negative examples. The VLM is trained to predict similar representations for the positive
pairs while predicting different representations for the negative pairs. Masking is another strategy
that can be leveraged to train VLMs by reconstructing the missing patches given an unmasked
text caption. Similarly, by masking words in a caption, it is possible to train a VLM to reconstruct
those words given an unmasked image. While most of those approaches leverage intermediate
representations or partial reconstructions, generative VLMs are trained in such a way they can
generate entire images or very long captions. Given the nature of those models, they are often the
most expensive to train. Pretrained backbones based VLMs often leverage open-source LLMs like
Llama to learn a mapping between an image encoder (which could also be pre-trained) and the LLM.
It is important to highlight that these paradigms are not mutually exclusive; many approaches rely
on a mix of contrastive, masking, and generative criteria.
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However, the above requires x− ∼ Pθ(x), which corresponds to a sample from the model
distribution that can be intractable. There are several techniques to approximate such
a distribution. One relies on Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) techniques to find
examples that minimize the predicted energy through an iterative process. A second
one relies on Score Matching [Hyvärinen, 2005] and Denoising Score Matching [Vincent,
2011] criteria which remove the normalization factor by learning only the gradient of the
probability density with respect to the input data. Another class of method, on which most
of the recent works on Self-Supervised Learning and VLM are based, is Noise Contrastive
Estimation (NCE) [Gutmann and Hyvärinen, 2010].

Instead of using the model distribution to sample negative examples, the intuition
behind NCE is that sampling from a noise distribution u′ ∼ pn(u

′) might approximate
samples from the model distribution well enough in certain instances. Even if it can be
theoretically difficult to justify why such an approach might work, there is ample empirical
evidence of the success of NCE-based methods in recent Self-Supervised Learning (SSL)
literature [Chen et al., 2020]. The original NCE framework can be described as a binary
classification problem in which a model should predict the label C = 1 for samples from
the real data distribution and C = 0 for those coming from the noise distribution. By
doing so, the model learns to discriminate between the real data points and the noisy
ones. Thus the loss function can be defined as a binary classification with cross-entropy:

LNCE(θ) := −
∑
i

logP (Ci = 1|xi; θ)−
∑
j

logP (Cj = 0|xj ; θ) (1)

with xi sampled from the data distribution and xj ∼ pn(x), j ̸= i sampled from the noise
distribution.

Wu et al. [2018] introduced NCE without positive pairs with a non-parametric softmax
using explicit normalization and a temperature parameter τ . Oord et al. [2018, CPC]
kept the non-parametric softmax while using positive pairs and coined this approach as
InfoNCE such that:

LinfoNCE = −
∑

(i,j)∈P

log

(
eCoSim(zi,zj)/τ∑N
k=1 e

CoSim(zi,zk)/τ

)
, (2)

Instead of predicting a binary value, the InfoNCE loss leverages a distance metric, such as
cosine similarity, computed in a model representation space. This requires computing
this distance between the positive pairs of examples and between all of the negative pairs
of examples. The model learns to predict, through the softmax, the most likely pair of
examples that is closest in the representation space while associating lower probability to
all other pairs of negative examples. For SSL methods such as SimCLR [Chen et al., 2020],
a positive pair of examples is defined as one image and its corresponding handcrafted data-
augmented version (such as after applying grayscaling on the original image) while the
negative pairs of examples are built using one image and all other images that are present
in a mini-batch. The major drawback of InfoNCE-based methods is the introduction of a
dependence on mini-batch content. This often requires large mini-batches to make the
contrastive training criterion between the positive and negative samples more effective.
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2.2.1 CLIP

A common contrastive method using the InfoNCE loss is Contrastive Language–Image
Pre-training (CLIP) [Radford et al., 2021]. The positive pairs of examples are defined as
one image and its corresponding ground truth caption while the negative examples are
defined as the same image but with all the other captions contained in the mini-batch
that described the other images. One novelty of CLIP is training a model to incorporate
vision and language in a shared representation space. CLIP trains randomly initialized
vision and text encoders to map the representation of an image and its caption to similar
embedding vectors using a contrastive loss. The original CLIP model trained on 400 million
caption-image pairs collected from the web showed remarkable zero-shot classification
transfer capabilities. Specifically, a ResNet-101 CLIP matched the performance of a su-
pervised ResNet [He et al., 2015] model (attaining 76.2% zero-shot classification accuracy)
and surpassed it on several robustness benchmarks.

SigLIP [Zhai et al., 2023b] is similar to CLIP with the exception that it uses the original
NCE loss based on a binary cross-entropy instead of using the CLIP’s multi-class objective
based on InfoNCE. This change enables better 0-shot performances on smaller batch sizes
than CLIP.

Latent language image pretraining (Llip) [Lavoie et al., 2024] accounts for the fact
that an image can be captioned in several different ways. It proposes to condition the
encoding of an image on the target caption via a cross-attention module. Accounting for
the caption diversity increases the representation’s expressivity and it generally improves
the downstream zero-shot transfer classification and retrieval performance.

2.3 VLMs with masking objectives
Masking is a commonly used technique in deep learning research. It can be viewed as
a specific form of denoising autoencoder [Vincent et al., 2008] in which the noise has a
spatial structure. It is also related to inpainting strategies that are notably used by Pathak
et al. [2016] to learn strong visual representations. More recently, BERT [Devlin et al.,
2019] used Masked Language Modeling (MLM) during training to predict missing tokens in
a sentence. Masking is particularly well-suited for the transformer architecture [Vaswani
et al., 2017] since the tokenization of an input signal makes it easier to randomly drop
specific input tokens. There have also been several works on the vision side to learn
representations by using Masked Image Modeling (MIM) such as MAE [He et al., 2022]
or I-JEPA [Assran et al., 2023]. Naturally, there have been works that combined both
techniques to train VLMs. A first one is FLAVA [Singh et al., 2022] that leverages several
training strategies including masking to learn text and image representations. A second
one is MaskVLM [Kwon et al., 2023] which is a standalone model. Lastly, we make some
connections between information theory and masking strategies.

2.3.1 FLAVA

A first example of the masking-based approach is Foundational Language And Vision
Alignment (FLAVA) [Singh et al., 2022]. Its architecture comprises three core components,
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each based on a transformer framework and tailored to process-specific modalities. The
Image Encoder employs the Vision Transformer (ViT) [Dosovitskiy et al., 2021] to process
images into patches for linear embedding and transformer-based representation, including
a classification token ([CLSI]). The Text Encoder tokenizes textual input using a trans-
former [Vaswani et al., 2017] and embeds them into vectors for contextual processing and
outputting hidden state vectors alongside a classification token ([CLST]). Both of those
encoders are trained using masking approaches. Building upon these, the Multimodal
Encoder fuses hidden states from both the image and text encoders, leveraging learned
linear projections and cross-attention mechanisms within the transformer framework
to integrate visual and textual information, highlighted by an additional multimodal
classification token ([CLSM]). The model employs a comprehensive training regimen that
combines multimodal and unimodal masked modeling losses along with a contrastive
objective. It is pretrained on a dataset of 70 million publicly-available image and text
pairs. Through this approach, FLAVA demonstrates remarkable versatility and efficacy,
achieving state-of-the-art performance across an array of 35 diverse tasks which span
vision, language, and multimodal benchmarks, thereby illustrating the model’s ability to
understand and integrate information across different domains.

2.3.2 MaskVLM

One limitation of FLAVA is the use of pre-trained vision encoders such as dVAE [Zhang
et al., 2019]. To make a VLM that is less dependent on third-party models, Kwon et al.
[2023] introduced MaskVLM which applies masking directly in the pixel space and in the
text token space. One of the keys to make it work across both text and image is to use the
flow of information coming from one modality to the other; the text reconstruction task
receives the information coming from the image encoder and vice versa.

2.3.3 Information theoretic view on VLM objectives

Federici et al. [2020] first show that VLMs can be understood to solve a rate-distortion
problem, by reducing superfluous information and maximizing predictive information.
Dubois et al. [2021] show more specifically, that we can understand any transformation
f(X) on data X to implicitly induce an equivalence relationship which partitions the
space f(X ) into disjoint equivalence classes. We aim to constrain conditional densities
to be constant within one region, i.e., f(x) ∼ f(x′) ⇒ p(z|f(x)) = p(z|f(x′)), where Z is the
learned representation of X. This view unifies masking and other forms of augmentation
as well as a choice function between two data modalities; all can be represented as some
transformation of the data.

We can formulate the related rate-distortion problem [Shwartz Ziv and LeCun, 2024]:

argmin
p(z|x)

I(f(X);Z) + β ·H(X|Z). (3)

To recover the masked VLM objective, we bound Equation (3);

L = −
∑
x∈D

Ep(f)p(Z|f(x)) [log q(z) + β · log q(x|z)] . (4)
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where log q(z) is an entropy bottleneck, bounding the rate I(f(X);Z), removing superfluous
information. Note that the entropy bottleneck in masking VLMs is typically bounded by a
constant that depends on the amount information removed by masking. For multimodal
VLMs, the amount of information in Z is reduced to the minimum amount of information
from either source. The term log q(x|z) bounds the distortion H(Z|X) and ensures the
preservation of information and hence maximizes predictive information. Practically, this
term is realized by auto-encoding. In contrast, contrastive losses can be seen as compres-
sion without data reconstruction. Here the distortion, see (2), scores the equivalence of
two representations. InfoNCE retains the necessary information by classifying which Z is
associated with an equivalent example X.

As a result of the information theoretic view, we understand the contrastive loss
and auto-encoding loss as implementations of distortions, whereas the rate is mostly
determined by the data transformation used.

2.4 Generative-based VLMs
In contrast to previous training paradigms which mostly operate on latent representations
to build images or text abstractions that are then mapped between each other, the
generative paradigm considers the generation of text and/or images. Some methods
like CoCa [Yu et al., 2022b] learn a complete text encoder and decoder which enable image
captioning. Some others, like Chameleon Team [2024] and CM3leon [Yu et al., 2023],
are multi-modals generative models that are explicitly trained to generate both text and
images. Lastly, some models are only trained to generate images based on text such as
Stable Diffusion [Rombach et al., 2022], Imagen [Saharia et al., 2022], and Parti [Yu
et al., 2022c]. However, even if they are trained to only generate images, they can also be
leveraged to solve several vision-language understanding tasks.

2.4.1 An example of learning a text generator: CoCa

Besides the contrastive loss that works well in CLIP, Contrastive Captioner (CoCa) [Yu
et al., 2022b] also employs a generative loss, which is the loss corresponding to captions
generated by a multimodal text decoder that takes in (1) image encoder outputs and (2)
representations produced by the unimodal text decoder as inputs. The new loss allows the
ability to perform new multimodal understanding tasks (e.g., VQA) without the need for
further adaptation using multimodal fusion modules. CoCa is pretrained from scratch by
simply treating annotated image labels as text. Pretraining relies on two datasets: ALIGN
which contains ∼1.8B images with alt-text, as well as JFT-3B which is an internal dataset
that consists of >29.5k classes as labels but treating labels as alt-text.

2.4.2 An example of multi-modal generative model: Chameleon and CM3leon

Yu et al. [2023] introduce CM3Leon, a foundation model for text-to-image and image-to-text
generation. CM3Leon borrows the image tokenizer from Gafni et al. [2022] which encodes
a 256 × 256 image into 1024 tokens from a vocabulary of 8192. It borrows the text
tokenizer from Zhang et al. [2022] with a vocabulary size of 56320. It introduces a special
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token <break> to indicate transitions between modalities. This tokenization approach
allows the model to process interleaved text and images. The tokenized images and texts
are then passed to a decoder-only transformer model [Brown et al., 2020, Zhang et al.,
2022] which parameterizes the CM3Leon model.

The CM3Leon model undergoes a two-stage training process. The first stage is retrieval-
augmented pretraining. This phase uses a CLIP-based encoder [Radford et al., 2021]
as a dense retriever to fetch relevant and diverse multimodal documents and prepends
these documents to the input sequence. The model is then trained using next token
prediction on the input sequence. The retrieval augmentation effectively increases the
tokens available during pretraining thereby increasing data-efficiency. The second stage
involves supervised fine-tuning (SFT), where the model undergoes multi-task instruction
tuning. This stage allows the model to process and generate content across different
modalities, significantly improving its performance on a variety of tasks including text-
to-image generation and language-guided image editing. These stages collectively enable
CM3Leon to achieve state-of-the-art performance in multi-modal tasks, demonstrating a
significant advancement in the capabilities of autoregressive models for handling complex
interactions between text and images.

An extension to this work is Chameleon, a new series of mixed-modal foundation models
[Team, 2024] that can generate and reason with mixed sequences of interleaved textual and
image content. This capability allows for comprehensive multimodal document modeling,
extending beyond typical multimodal tasks like image generation, image comprehension,
and text-only language models. Chameleon is uniquely designed to be mixed-modal from
the beginning, utilizing a uniform architecture trained from scratch in an end-to-end
manner on a blend of all modalities—images, text, and code. This integrated approach
employs fully token-based representations for both images and text. By converting images
into discrete tokens, similar to words in text, the same transformer architecture can be
applied to sequences of both image and text tokens without needing separate encoders
for each modality. This early-fusion strategy, where all modalities are mapped into a
shared representational space from the outset, enables seamless reasoning and generation
across different modalities. However, this also introduces significant technical challenges,
especially in terms of optimization stability and scaling. These challenges are addressed
through a combination of architectural innovations and training techniques, including
novel modifications to the transformer architecture such as query-key normalization
and revised layer norm placements, which are crucial for stable training in a mixed-
modal environment. Additionally, they demonstrate how to adapt supervised fine-tuning
approaches used for text-only language models to the mixed-modal context, achieving
strong alignment at scale.

2.4.3 Using generative text-to-image models for downstream vision-language tasks

Large advancements have recently been made on language-conditioned image generative
models [Bie et al., 2023, Zhang et al., 2023a], from diffusion models like Stable Diffu-
sion [Rombach et al., 2022] and Imagen [Saharia et al., 2022] to autoregressive models
like Parti [Yu et al., 2022c]. While the focus has been on their generative abilities, they can
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actually be directly used for discriminative tasks like classification or caption prediction
without any retraining.

These generative models are trained to estimate pθ(x | c), the conditional likelihood
of the image x given a text prompt c. Then, given an image x and a set of n text classes
{ci}ni=1, classification can be easily done via Bayes’ theorem:

pθ(ci | x) =
p(ci) pθ(x | ci)∑
j p(cj) pθ(x | cj)

(5)

Performing discriminative tasks with conditional generative models is not a new idea –
generative classification, or “analysis by synthesis” [Yuille and Kersten, 2006], has been
a core idea behind foundational methods like Naive Bayes [Rubinstein et al., 1997, Ng
and Jordan, 2001] and linear discriminant analysis [Fisher, 1936]. These generative
approaches to classification have traditionally been limited by weak generative modeling
capabilities; however, today’s generative models are so good that generative classifiers are
becoming competitive again.

Likelihood estimation with autoregressive models. Most state-of-the-art autoregres-
sive models in other modalities (such as language or speech) act on discrete tokens as
opposed to raw inputs. This is relatively simple for modalities such as language and
speech, which are inherently discrete, but difficult for continuous modalities such as
images. In order to effectively leverage techniques from auto-regressive modeling such
as LLMs, practitioners generally train an image tokenizer, which maps an image to a
sequence of discrete tokens (t1, · · · , tK). After turning an image into a sequence of discrete
tokens (e.g., tokenizing the image), estimating the image likelihood is straightforward:

log pθ(x | ci) =
K∑
j=1

log pθ(tj | t<j , ci) (6)

where pθ is parameterized by the autoregressive VLM. Given that this tokenization is a
crucial part of auto-regressive VLMs, one might ask: how do we train image tokeniz-
ers? Many current image tokenizers are based on the Vector Quantised-Variational
AutoEncoder (VQ-VAE) [Van Den Oord et al., 2017] framework, which stitches together
an auto-encoder (responsible for creating good compressed continuous representations)
with a Vector Quantization layer (responsible for mapping continuous representations to
discrete representations). The architecture is generally a Convolutional Neural Network
(CNN) [LeCun and Bengio, 1998] encoder, followed by a Vector Quantization layer, followed
by a CNN decoder. The actual discretization step occurs in the vector quantization layer,
which maps encoder outputs to the closest embedding in a learned embedding table
(“learned” here means that the embedding table is updated throughout training). The loss
function for the tokenizer is a combination of reconstruction loss in pixel space (e.g., L2
distance between input and reconstructed pixels) as well as codebook commitment losses
to encourage encoder outputs and codebook embeddings to be close to each other. Most
modern image tokenizers improve upon this VQ-VAE framework, by either adding different
losses or changing the architecture of the encoder/decoder. Notably, VQ-GAN [Esser et al.,
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2021] adds perceptual losses and adversarial losses (which involve including a discrimina-
tor between ground truth and reconstructed images) to capture more fine-grained details.
VIT-VQGAN [Yu et al., 2022a] uses a Vision Transformer instead of CNN for the encoder
and decoder architecture.

Likelihood estimation with diffusion models. Obtaining density estimates with dif-
fusion models is more challenging, as they do not directly output pθ(x | c). Instead,
these networks ϵθ are typically trained to estimate the noise ϵ in a noisy image xt. Thus,
diffusion-based classification techniques [Li et al., 2023a, Clark and Jaini, 2023] estimate
a (typically reweighted) variational lower bound for the conditional image likelihood:

log pθ(x | ci) ∝ −Et,ϵ

[
∥ϵ− ϵθ(xt, ci)∥2

]
(7)

The lower the noise prediction error, the higher the conditional likelihood pθ(x | c) is.
Measuring the bound in Equation (7) relies on repeated sampling to obtain a Monte Carlo
estimate. Li et al. [2023a] and Clark and Jaini [2023] develop techniques for reducing the
number of samples required, dynamically allocating samples to the most likely classes and
ensuring that the added noise ϵ is matched across all potential classes. However, even with
these techniques, classification with conditional diffusion models is still computationally
expensive, scaling with the number of classes and requiring hundreds or thousands of
network evaluations per test image. Thus, while classification performance with diffusion
models is quite good, inference is impractical until further optimizations are developed.

Advantages of generative classifiers. Though inference with these generative classifiers
is more expensive, they do have significant advantages. Generative classifiers have more
“effective robustness,” which means that they have better out-of-distribution performance
for a given in-distribution accuracy [Li et al., 2023a]. On compositional reasoning tasks
like Winoground [Thrush et al., 2022], generative classifiers far outperform discriminative
methods like CLIP [Li et al., 2023a, Clark and Jaini, 2023]. Generative classifiers, whether
autoregressive (Parti) or diffusion-based (Imagen), have been shown to have more shape
bias and align better with human judgement [Jaini et al., 2024]. Finally, generative
classifiers can be jointly adapted with discriminative models at test-time using only
unlabeled test examples [Prabhudesai et al., 2023]. This has been shown to improve
performance on classification, segmentation, and depth prediction tasks, especially in
online distribution shift scenarios.

2.5 VLMs from Pretrained Backbones
A downside of VLMs is that they are costly to train from scratch. They often require
hundreds to thousands of GPUs while having to use hundreds of millions of images and
text pairs. Thus, there has been much research work that instead of training models from
scratch tried to leverage existing large-language models and/or existing visual extractors.
Most of those works are motivated by the fact that many large language models are open-
source and thus can be easily used. By leveraging such models, it is possible to then
learn a mapping only between the text modality and the image modality. Learning such
a mapping enables the LLMs to answer visual questions while requiring a low amount
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of compute resources. In this section, we present only two of those models, the first one
being Frozen [Tsimpoukelli et al., 2021] which is a first model that leverages pretrained
LLMs. Then, we introduce the family of model Mini-GPT [Zhu et al., 2023a].

2.5.1 Frozen

Frozen [Tsimpoukelli et al., 2021] is a first example of a model leveraging a pretrained
LLM. This work proposes to connect vision encoders to frozen language models through
a lightweight mapping network which projects visual features to text token embeddings.
The vision encoder (NF-ResNet-50 [Brock et al., 2021]) and the linear mapping are trained
from scratch, while the language model (a 7 billion-parameter transformer trained on
C4 [Raffel et al., 2020]) is kept frozen (this is crucial to maintain the features that the
pre-trained model had already learned). The model is supervised with a simple text
generation objective on Conceptual Captions [Sharma et al., 2018b]. At inference time,
the language model can be conditioned on interleaved text and image embeddings. The
authors show the model is capable of rapid adaptation to new tasks, fast access to general
knowledge, and fast binding of visual and linguistic elements. While achieving only modest
performance, Frozen has been an important first step toward the current Multimodal
LLMs capable of open-ended multimodal zero/few-shot learning.

2.5.2 The example of MiniGPT

Starting from models like Flamingo [Alayrac et al., 2022], a recent trend is to train multi-
modal language models where the input contains text and images, and the output contains
text (and optionally images). MiniGPT-4 [Zhu et al., 2023a] accepts text input and image
input, and it produces text output. In MiniGPT-4, a simple linear projection layer is
used in order to align image representation (using the same visual encoder in BLIP-2 [Li
et al., 2023e], which is based on Q-Former and a ViT backbone) with the input space
of the Vicuna language model [Chiang et al., 2023]. Given that the visual encoder and
Vicuna language model are already pretrained and used as off-the-shelf from prior work,
MiniGPT-4 requires only training the linear project layer which is done in two rounds. The
first involves 20k training steps (with a batch size of 256), corresponding to around 5M
image-text pairs from Conceptual Caption [Sharma et al., 2018b], SBU [Ordonez et al.,
2011], and LAION [Schuhmann et al., 2021]. The authors only used four A100 GPUs
for around ten hours given that only the linear projection layer parameters needed to be
trained. The second round of training leveraged highly-curated data in an instruction-
tuning format, needing only 400 training steps (with a batch size of 12).

MiniGPT-5 [Zheng et al., 2023] extends MiniGPT-4 so that the output can contain text
interleaved with images. To generate images as well, MiniGPT-5 used generative tokens
which are special visual tokens that can be mapped (through transformer layers) to feature
vectors, which in turn can be fed into a frozen Stable Diffusion 2.1 model [Rombach et al.,
2021]. The authors used supervised training on downstream tasks (e.g., multi-modal
dialogue generation and story generation).

LLMs have served as a universal interface for many language-related applications, e.g.,
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a general chatbot. Inspired by this, MiniGPT-v2 [Chen et al., 2023b] proposed to perform
various vision-language tasks such as image captioning, visual question answering, and
object grounding, through a unified interface. To achieve the goal of performing these
effectively, MiniGPT-v2 introduced unique identifiers for different tasks when training, en-
abling the model to distinguish each task instruction effortlessly and also learn efficiently.
The experimental results on visual question answering and visual grounding benchmarks
show that MiniGPT-v2 demonstrates strong vision-language understanding abilities.

2.5.3 Other popular models using pretrained backbones

Qwen. Similar to MiniGPT-4, Qwen-VL and Qwen-VL-Chat [Bai et al., 2023b] models
rely on an LLM, a visual encoder, and a mechanism that aligns the visual representation
to the input space of the LLM. In Qwen, the LLM is initialized from Qwen-7B [Bai et al.,
2023a], the visual encoder is based on ViT-bigG, and a one-layer cross-attention module
is used to compress visual representation to a sequence of fixed length (256) which is fed
into the LLM.

BLIP2. Li et al. [2023e] introduce BLIP-2, a vision-language model that takes images
as input and generates text output. It leverages pretrained, frozen models to greatly
shorten training time: a vision encoder (such as CLIP) produces image embeddings that
are mapped into the input space of an LLM such as OPT. A relatively small (∼100-200M
parameters) component called a Q-Former is trained for this mapping – it is a Transformer
that takes in a fixed number of randomly-initialized “query” vectors; in the forward pass,
the queries interact with image embeddings via cross-attention in the Q-Former, followed
by a linear layer that projects the queries to the LLM’s input space.

There are many more models based on pretrained LLMs in the literature. Each LLM
ends up being extended to a VLM version which means that the scope of a specific survey
on such topic would be very large. In this introduction, we aim to present a select few as
they all rely on the same principles of learning mappings between representations.

3 A Guide to VLM Training
Several works [Henighan et al., 2020b,a] have shed light on the importance of scaling to
push further the performances of deep neural networks. Motivated by these scaling laws,
most recent works have focused on increasing compute and scale to learn better models.
This led to a model like CLIP [Radford et al., 2021] which was trained on 400M images using
a remarkably high compute budget. Even its corresponding open-source implementation,
OpenCLIP [Ilharco et al., 2021] was trained using between 256 and 600 GPUs across
multiple days or weeks depending on the model size. However, recent work [Sorscher
et al., 2022] has shown that it is possible to beat the scaling law using a data curation
pipeline. In this section, we first discuss the importance of data when training models
and present some of the recipes that are used to create datasets for training VLMs. Then,
we discuss the common software, tools and tricks that practitioners might use to train
VLMs more efficiently. Since there are different methods to train VLMs, we also discuss
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what type of models to choose in specific situations. Lastly, we present some tricks on
how to improve grounding (the ability to correctly map text with visual clues). We also
introduce techniques to improve alignment using human preferences. VLMs are often used
to read and translate text, so we also present some of the techniques that can be used to
push further the OCR capabilities of VLMs. Lastly, we discuss the common fine-tuning
methods.

Figure 2: Important considerations to keep in mind when training VLMs. Data is one
of the most important aspects of training VLMs. Having a diverse and balanced dataset
is important for learning good world models that can span enough concepts. It is also
important to remove duplicates which occur a lot within large-scale datasets, this will
save a lot of compute time and mitigate the risks of memorization. In addition, pruning
the data is also an important component since we want to be sure that the captions
are indeed related to the image content. Lastly, improving the caption quality is crucial
to enhance VLMs performance. Grounding VLMs is another important step to ensure
that the VLMs correctly associate words with specific concepts. Two common grounding
methods leverage either bounding boxes or negative captions. Lastly, alignment is a
much-needed step to ensure that the model is producing answers that are expected from
a human point of view.

3.1 Training data
To evaluate the quality of pretraining datasets, DataComp [Gadre et al., 2023] proposes a
benchmark where the model architecture and pretraining hyperparameters of CLIP are
fixed. The focus is on designing image-text datasets that achieve strong zero-shot and
retrieval performance on 38 downstream tasks. DataComp provides multiple pools of noisy
web datasets, ranging from small (1.28 million) to extra-large (12.8 billion) image-text pairs.
For each pool, multiple filtering strategies are proposed and evaluated. DataComp demon-
strates that data pruning is a crucial step in training highly efficient and performant VLMs.
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Data-pruning methods for VLMs can be categorized into three categories: (1) heuristics
that eliminate low-quality pairs; (2) bootstrapping methods that utilize pretrained VLMs
to rank image-text pairs based on their multimodal alignment, discarding poorly aligned
pairs; and finally, (3) methods that aim to create diverse and balanced datasets.

Heuristics: Filters based on heuristics can be further categorized into unimodal and
multimodal filters. Unimodal heuristics include removing captions with low text complexity
as measured by the number of objects, attributes, and actions [Radenovic et al., 2023a],
eliminating non-English alt-text using fastText [Joulin et al., 2017], and removing images
based on their resolution and aspect ratio [Gadre et al., 2023]. Multimodal heuristics
involve methods that employ image classifiers to filter out image-text pairs for which none
of the objects detected in the image map to any of the text tokens [Sharma et al., 2018a].
Additionally, since web-scale datasets often display part of the caption as text in the image,
multimodal heuristics, such as text spotting, aim to eliminate image-text pairs with high
overlap using off-the-shelf text-spotters [Kuang et al., 2021]. This results in models that
learn to extract high-level visual semantics rather than focusing on optical character
recognition, thereby preventing low performance on object-centric and scene-centric down-
stream zero-shot tasks [Radenovic et al., 2023a].

Ranking based on Pretrained VLMs: One of the most effective pruning methods, CLIP-
Score [Hessel et al., 2021, Schuhmann et al., 2021], computes the cosine similarity between
image and text embeddings using a pretrained CLIP model. This score is then used to
rank the alignment of image-text pairs. LAION filtering [Schuhmann et al., 2021] employs
an OpenAI CLIP model [Radford et al., 2021] pretrained on 400 million image-text pairs to
evaluate the image-text alignment of large web-scale datasets and filter out samples with
the lowest CLIPScore. Inspired by text spotting [Radenovic et al., 2023a], T-MARS [Maini
et al., 2023] detects and masks text regions in images before computing the CLIPScore, re-
sulting in a more accurate alignment score. Sieve by Mahmoud et al. [2024] demonstrates
that false positives and negatives resulting from CLIPScore ranking can be minimized
by relying on generative image captioning models pretrained on small but curated datasets.

Diversity and Balancing: Pretraining Vision-Language Models using a diverse and well-
balanced dataset can enhance their generalization capabilities [Radford et al., 2021]. To
create such a dataset, DataComp [Gadre et al., 2023] suggests sampling image-text pairs
that are semantically similar to diverse and curated datasets like ImageNet [Deng et al.,
2009]. Text-based sampling retains image-text pairs whose captions overlap with one of
the ImageNet classes. Meanwhile, image-based sampling methods encode noisy web-scale
images using the OpenAI CLIP ViT-L/14 vision encoder and cluster the images into 100,000
groups using FAISS [Johnson et al., 2019]. Subsequently, embeddings of ImageNet training
samples are used to select the closest cluster to each sample. While this approach can
result in a diverse dataset, sampling images semantically similar to ImageNet images
could bias the CLIP model, potentially limiting its generalization to new downstream tasks.
MetaCLIP [Xu et al., 2024] utilizes 500,000 queries from Wikipedia/WordNet as metadata
to create a pretraining data distribution that captures a wide range of concepts. Their
“balanced” sampling algorithm (similar to the one described in Radford et al. [2021]) aims to
strike a balance between well-represented and under-represented concepts, by limiting the
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number of samples for each query to 20,000. Nonetheless, collecting a perfectly balanced
dataset is impractical due to the natural long-tailed distribution of web data. Consequently,
all these CLIP variants still exhibit imbalanced performances across downstream visual
concepts [Parashar et al., 2024]. Having a wide range of training data concepts seems
to be one of the most important components behind the “zero-shot abilities” of
VLMs. Actually, Udandarao et al. [2024] demonstrate that the zero-shot performances of
VLMs depend mostly on how much those zero-shot downstream concepts are present in
the training data.

3.1.1 Improving the training data with synthetic data

A line of research focuses on improving the quality of VLM’s training data by improving
the captions through filtering and synthetic data generation. Specifically, Bootstrapping
Language-Image Pre-training (BLIP) [Li et al., 2022b] performs bootstrapping by generating
synthetic samples and filtering out noisy captions. Subsequently, in Santurkar et al.
[2022], authors leverage BLIP to approximate the descriptiveness of a caption and show
that models trained on consistent and complete synthetic captions generated by BLIP
outperform a model trained on human-written captions. Nguyen et al. [2023] use large
image-captioning models like BLIP2 [Li et al., 2023e] to replace poorly aligned alt-text
labels with descriptive synthetic captions. They demonstrate that pretraining CLIP with a
mixture of real and synthetic captions is effective. However, they also show that at scale,
the improvement provided by synthetic captions is capped by the limited diversity of gener-
ated captions compared to the high diversity of noisy text labels. More recently, Chen et al.
[2024] demonstrate that by using Large Language-and-Vision Assistant (LLaVA) [Liu et al.,
2023d,c, 2024a] as captioning model, it is possible to train very efficiently a text-to-image
generative model.

Inspired by the great progress of large-scale diffusion models [Rombach et al., 2022,
Dai et al., 2023] and considering the promise of using synthetic image samples in other
applications such as classification [Hemmat et al., 2023, Azizi et al., 2023, Bansal and
Grover, 2023], another line of research is to use generated images from text-to-image
generative models. Tian et al. [2023b] demonstrate improved performance of using syn-
thetic data compared to CLIP [Radford et al., 2021] and SimCLR [Chen et al., 2020] using
only synthetic samples. Specifically, they use multiple synthetic samples of the same text
prompt as multi-positives pairs for the the contrastive representation learning objective.
Furthermore, SynCLR [Tian et al., 2023a] and SynthCLIP [Hammoud et al., 2024] also
train a VLM without any real datapoints and only leverage synthetic samples. They use
an LLM to generate captions, and then give them to a text-to-image model to generate
images based on those captions.

3.1.2 Using data augmentation

Can we exploit data augmentation similarly to self-supervised visual models? SLIP [Mu
et al., 2022] addresses this question by introducing an auxiliary self-supervised loss
term on the vision encoder. As in SimCLR [Chen et al., 2020], the input image is used
to generate two augmentations that create a positive pair to be contrasted with all other
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images in the batch. The overhead of this addition is rather small, while providing a
regularization term that improves the learned the representations. However, the use of
the SSL loss only for the visual encoder does not fully exploit the important signal coming
from text. To this end, CLIP-rocket [Fini et al., 2023] suggests converting SSL losses to be
cross-modal. In particular, it shows that the CLIP contrastive loss can be used in presence
of multiple augmentations of the image-text pair, and it is better than other non-contrastive
alternatives inspired from SSL, e.g., Grill et al. [2020], Caron et al. [2020], and Zbontar
et al. [2021]. In CLIP-rocket, the input image-text pair is augmented in an asymmetrical
way, with one weak and one strong set of augmentations. The two resulting augmented
pairs are embedded with the standard CLIP encoder and then projected to the multimodal
embedding space using two different projectors. The projector of the weakly augmented
pair is kept the same as in the original CLIP, i.e., a linear layer, while the projector of
the strongly augmented pair is a 2-layer MLP to cope with the noisier embeddings. As
highlighted in Bordes et al. [2022] it is crucial to separate the two projectors as the strong
one is learning more invariant, too invariant, representations for downstream tasks. At
inference time, weak and strong learnt representations are interpolated to get a single
vector.

3.1.3 Interleaved data curation

Autoregressive language models like Flamingo [Alayrac et al., 2022] and MM1 [McKinzie
et al., 2024] have shown including interleaved text and image data during training improves
few-shot performance of the model. The interleaved datasets used for pre-training are
usually crawled from the internet and are curated to improve quality and safety. There are
two types of curation strategies that can be used to collect interleaved datasets:

Natural interleaved data: Open Bimodal Examples from Large fIltered Commoncrawl
Snapshots (OBELICS) [Laurençon et al., 2023] dataset is a good example of this category
of datasets; OBELICS is constructed by preserving the intrinsic structure and context
in which text and images co-occur within web documents offering a more authentic
representation of multimodal web content. Multiple curation steps are used to curate this
dataset where English data is collected from common crawl and deduplicated followed
by pre-processing HTML document where useful DOM nodes are identified and retained,
then for each DOM node we apply image filtering to remove logos followed by a paragraph,
and we apply document-level text filtering using various heuristics to handle text that is
not well-formed or coherent.

Synthetic interleaved data: MMC4 [Zhu et al., 2023b] is a good example of this type of
dataset where text only dataset is retrofitted with images collected from the internet, in this
process images are paired with text based on contextual relevance enabled by calculating
the CLIP based similarity scores. This method provides a means to retrofit existing vast text
corpora with visual information, thereby extending their utility for multimodal learning.
While this approach may lack the contextual nuance of naturally interleaved datasets,
it allows for the scalable creation of multimodal data from well-established text-only
resources.
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3.1.4 Assessing multimodal data quality

A very active area for research when it comes to VLMs is to identify the quality of the under-
lying data used to train it. Since quality is a subjective metric, it’s hard to determine apriori
what qualifies as good data to train these models. Previous works like Flamingo [Alayrac
et al., 2022], MM1 [McKinzie et al., 2024], and OBELICS [Laurençon et al., 2023] have
demonstrated that high-quality interleaved multimodal data is a critical requirement for
obtaining optimal performance for these VLM models which makes it essential to quantify
the quality of the data in a fast and scalable manner. The quality itself could be assessed
on multiple fronts incorporating the quality of the text itself, the image itself, and the
alignment information between the image and text. Methods like QuRating [Wettig et al.,
2024], Data efficient LMs [Sachdeva et al., 2024], and text-quality-based pruning [Sharma
et al., 2024] have explored ways to quantify textual data quality and use that to identify
high-quality data subsets to train LM models in a data efficient manner. Similarly methods
like VILA [Ke et al., 2023] and LAION-aesthetics [Schuhmann, 2023] attempt to quantify
the aesthetic quality of an image to select high-quality subsets of image data to improve
image generation models. For alignment, the CLIP family of approaches [Radford et al.,
2021, Xu et al., 2024, Gao et al., 2024] have been the models of choice to evaluate how
coherent the textual data is with respect the provided image. Despite having some relevant
work on evaluating text, image, and alignment quality, we lack a holistic way of evaluating
the quality of multimodal and interleaved data, which remains an active area of research
to further improve training of VLM models.

3.1.5 Harnessing human expertise: the power of data annotation

In recent years, the importance of leveraging human data annotation has become in-
creasingly evident in advancing the field of vision-language modeling. This approach
involves strategically selecting images and having humans provide labels or descriptions
that capture the intricate relationship between visual elements and language. By learning
from more subtle and detailed information, models can better comprehend complex scenes
and generate more accurate descriptions. Although there are several popular multimodal
datasets available, such as OKVQA [Marino et al., 2019], A-OKVQA [Schwenk et al., 2022],
Image Paragraph Captioning [Krause et al., 2017], VisDial [Das et al., 2017], Visual Spatial
Reasoning [Liu et al., 2023a], and MagicBrush [Zhang et al., 2024b], many of these rely
on older image benchmarks like COCO [Lin et al., 2014] or Visual Genome [Krishna et al.,
2017], which highlights the need for more diverse and contemporary imagery sources.
More recently, Urbanek et al. [2023] introduce the DCI dataset which contains fine-grained
human annotations for some images from the SA-1B dataset [Kirillov et al., 2023]. A limi-
tation of human-annotated data is that it is often costly to get, especially when requesting
fine-grained annotations. In consequence, the number of images with highly detailed
annotations is often low which makes often those datasets more suited for evaluation or
fine-tuning than for large-scale pre-training.

3.2 Software
In this section, we discuss some of the existing software that people can leverage to
evaluate and train VLMs as well as the resources needed to train them.
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3.2.1 Using existing public software repositories

There exist several software such as OpenCLIP (https://github.com/mlfoundations/
open_clip) or transformers (https://github.com/huggingface/transformers) that
implement most VLMs. Those tools are extremely useful when making benchmarks or
comparing different models. If one’s goal is to try and compare different pre-trained VLM
on a given downstream task, then those software provide a good platform to do that.

3.2.2 How many GPUs do I need?

The question around the compute resources needed is very important since it will mostly
determine the budget one will need to train such model. CLIP [Radford et al., 2021]
and OpenCLIP [Ilharco et al., 2021] have leveraged more than 500 GPUs to train their
models. When looking at the public cloud prices for such resources, they are equivalent
to hundreds of thousands of dollars which is inaccessible to most companies or academic
labs. But, when using the right ingredients such as having a high-quality dataset and
leveraging masking strategies when using bigger models, training a contrastive model like
CLIP on hundreds of millions of images from scratch should not require more than 64
GPUs (which should be equivalent to spending around 10K USD in compute). If the VLM
that is used for training leverages existing pre-trained image or text encoder, or LLM, the
cost of learning a mapping should be much lower.

3.2.3 Speeding up training

There were recent software developments such as the introduction of torch.compile by
the PyTorch team (https://pytorch.org/tutorials/intermediate/torch_compile_
tutorial.html) that significantly speed up model training. By using more efficient
attention mechanisms, the xformers library [Lefaudeux et al., 2022] is also often used
to give an additional speed up. However, there is an area that is often overlooked when
training vision models which is data loading. By having to load large mini-batch of images,
data loading often becomes a bottleneck that significantly slows down training. In addition,
because of space constraint, large-scale datasets are often saved in chunks of tar files
that have to be uncompressed on the fly (and thus slowing down training). The main
recommendation we have is to store as many uncompressed files as possible to speed
up training. In addition, one can leverage the Fast Forward Computer Vision (FFCV)
library [Leclerc et al., 2023] to create data files that are much faster to load. Using FFCV
instead of webdataset can significantly speed up VLM training. The only drawback of
storing uncompressed files with either webdataset or FFCV is that the storage might be
more costly than storing compressed files. However since the training speed will be much
faster, the additional storage cost should be compensated quickly by the lower amount of
compute needed.

Masking. Masking is another way to quickly improve the training efficiency of large
models. When using models with hundreds of millions or billions of parameters, the cost
of a single forward and backward might be high. Li et al. [2023f] show that by randomly
masking image tokens one can significantly speed up training time while improving model
performances.
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3.2.4 Importance of other hyper-parameters.

McKinzie et al. [2024] study the most important design choices for training VLMs showing
image resolution, visual encoder capacity, and visual pretraining data are the choices that
most impact model performance. They also show while there are many ways to connect
modalities, this choice is much less important. The authors also discuss the importance of
various types of training data from text-only data to interleaved and image-caption paired
data, demonstrating the right mix achieves the best performance across both zero-shot
classification and visual-question answering tasks.

3.3 Which model to use?
As highlighted in the first part of this introduction, there are several methods to train VLMs.
Some of them leverage simple contrastive training criteria, others use masking strategies to
predict missing texts or image patches, while some models are using generative paradigms
such as autoregression or diffusion. It is also possible to leverage a pre-trained vision
or text backbones like Llama or GPT. In that instance, building a VLM model requires
learning only a mapping between the LLM and vision encoder representations. So, from
all those methods, which one should someone choose? Do we need to train vision and
text encoder from scratch like CLIP or is it better to start with pretrained LLM such as
Flamingo or MiniGPT?

3.3.1 When to use contrastive models like CLIP?

Contrastive models like CLIP associate text with visual concepts while keeping a simple
training paradigm by pushing text and image representation to be matched in the repre-
sentation space. By doing so, CLIP learns representations that have both meaning in the
image and text space, which makes it possible to prompt the CLIP text encoder with words
such that we can retrieve the images that map to the corresponding text representations.
For example, many data curation pipelines such as MetaCLIP [Xu et al., 2024] are using
metadata string matching to build datasets to ensure that each word or concept has
enough images associated with them. CLIP models are also a good base for building
more complex models, especially when trying to improve grounding. For researchers
who are looking at trying additional training criteria or different model architectures to
better capture relations or a better understanding of concepts, CLIP is a particularly good
starting point. However, one should keep in mind that CLIP is not a generative model,
thus it is not possible to generate a caption given a specific image. It is only possible to
retrieve the best caption within a list of already existing captions. In consequence, current
CLIP models cannot be used to provide high-level descriptions of a given image. Another
drawback is that CLIP usually needs a very large dataset as well as large batch sizes to
offer decent performances, which implies that CLIP usually needs significant resources to
be trained from scratch.

3.3.2 When to use masking?

Masking is an alternative strategy to train VLMs. By learning to reconstruct data from
both masked images and text, it is possible to jointly model their distributions. In contrast
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to contrastive models which operate in a representation space, models based on masking
might need to leverage a decoder to map back the representation to the input space (and
thus to apply a reconstruction loss). Training an additional decoder might add an additional
bottleneck which might make these methods less efficient than a purely contrastive one.
However, the advantage is that there is no batch dependency anymore since each example
can be considered separately (because we do not need negative examples). Removing
negative examples can enable the use of smaller mini-batches without the need to fine-
tune additional hyper-parameters such as the softmax temperature. Many VLM methods
leverage a mix of masking strategies along with some contrastive loss.

3.3.3 When to use a generative model?

Generative models based on diffusion or autoregressive criteria have demonstrated impres-
sive abilities in generating photorealistic images based on text prompt. Most large-scale
training efforts on VLM are also starting to integrate image generation components. Some
researchers argue that having the ability to generate images given words is an important
step towards creating a good world model while other researchers argue that such a recon-
struction step is not needed [Balestriero and LeCun, 2024]. However from an application
perspective, it might be easier to understand and assess what the model has learned
when it is able to decode abstract representations in the input data space3. While models
like CLIP would need extensive k-NN evaluations using millions of image data points to
show what the images closest to a given word embedding look like, generative models
can just output the most probable image directly without such an expensive pipeline.
In addition, generative models can learn an implicit joint distribution between text and
images which might be more suited for learning good representations than leveraging
pretrained unimodal encoders. However, they are more computationally expensive to train
than their contrastive learning counterpart.

3.3.4 When to use LLM on pretrained backbone?

Using already pretrained text or vision encoder can be a good alternative when having
access to limited resources. In that case, only the mapping between the text representation
and vision representation should be learned. However, the main issue with this approach
is that the VLM will be impacted by the potential hallucination of the LLM. It could also
be impacted by any bias coming from the pretrained models. In consequence, there might
be an additional overhead in trying to correct the defect of the vision model or of the LLM.
Some might argue that it is important to leverage independent image and text encoder to
project the information into a lower dimension manifold on which we can learn a mapping
while others might argue that it is important to learn the distribution of image and text
jointly. To summarize leveraging a pre-trained model is interesting when having limited
access to compute resources and when researchers are interested in learning mapping in
representation spaces.

3It is also possible to learn a decoder on top of a trained join-embedding architecture [Bordes et al., 2022].
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3.4 Improving grounding
Grounding is an important challenge in the VLM and generative model literature. It
mostly aims to solve the problem of models not understanding well the text prompt which
could either lead to ignoring some part of the prompt or to hallucinating something that
is not even part of the prompt. Some of those challenges are related to understanding
relations such as an object being on the left or right, negations, counting, or understanding
attributes (such as colors or textures). Improving grounding is an active area of research
and for now there isn’t a single simple method that can solve that. Nevertheless, in
this section, we present some of the tricks that are typically used to improve grounding
performances.

3.4.1 Using bounding boxes annotations

Models like X-VLM [Zeng et al., 2022] leverage bounding box annotations and incorporate
box regression and Intersection over Union (IoU) loss to accurately locate and align visual
concepts with their corresponding textual descriptions. By knowing where the objects
are on the images and what are the captions associated with each object, it is easier
for the model to associate text to the right visual clues, and thus improve grounding.
X-VLM is trained on a comprehensive collection of datasets, including COCO [Lin et al.,
2014], Visual Genome [Krishna et al., 2017], SBU, and Conceptual Captions [Changpinyo
et al., 2021], amassing up to 16 million images. This extensive training catalog of data
with bounding boxes annotations enables X-VLM to outperform existing methods across
a variety of vision-language tasks such as image-text retrieval, visual reasoning, visual
grounding, and image captioning.

Instead of using already annotated data, some methods like Kosmos-2 [Peng et al.,
2024] rely on public models to create their own image-text datasets. They make a web-scale
grounded image-text pairs from web-crawl data by first extracting the nouns from the text
captions using spaCy [Honnibal and Montani, 2017] and then use the grounded model
GLIP [Li et al., 2022c] to predict bounding boxes associated with the nouns extracted
from the captions. Then they use spaCy to extract the expression associated with a given
words such that to produce captions that can be associated with each of the bounding
boxes that have been detected. Doing so enable the use of very large-scale web-annotated
datasets. However such an approach is limited by how strong the grounding model for
bounding box detection is. It is likely that if this base model fails on some rare nouns or
instances, the downstream model would make similar mistakes.

3.4.2 Negative captioning

Negative samples within the realm of contrastive objectives have been extensively used
to mitigate collapse, enhance generalization, and discriminative feature learning [Chen
et al., 2020, Liu et al., 2023c, Grill et al., 2020, He et al., 2020, Caron et al., 2021]. By
contrasting positive pairs (similar or related samples) with negative pairs (dissimilar or
unrelated samples), models are forced to develop a nuanced understanding of the data,
going beyond mere superficial features to grasp the underlying patterns that distinguish
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different classes or categories.

In the same vein, recent works on VLMs have shown that similar techniques (negative
samples) can be adopted to mitigate various problems in vision-language models [Yuksek-
gonul et al., 2023, Li et al., 2021, Goel et al., 2022, Radenovic et al., 2023b]. For instance,
the ARO benchmark [Yuksekgonul et al., 2023] evaluates VLMs on their ability to correctly
associate images with captions, using negative samples to test the model’s understanding
of incorrect or nonsensical pairings. This approach has demonstrated that VLMs can
significantly benefit from the nuanced differentiation capabilities fostered by exposure to
negative samples, leading to more accurate and contextually aware models.

3.5 Improving alignment
Motivated by the success of instruction tuning in the language domain [Chung et al.,
2024], vision-language models have also begun to incorporate instruction-fine-tuning
and Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback (RLHF) in vision-language models to
improve multimodal chat capabilities and align outputs with desired responses.

Instruction-tuning involves fine-tuning a vision-language model on supervised data
containing instructions, inputs, and the desired response. Typically instruction tuning
datasets are much smaller compared to pretraining data—with instruction tuning data
sizes ranging from a few to one hundred thousand samples (see Li et al. [2023d] for
further discussion of instruction tuning). LLaVa, InstructBLIP [Liu et al., 2023d], and
OpenFlamingo [Awadalla et al., 2023] are three prominent vision-language models that
incorporate instruction tuning.

RLHF also aims to align model outputs with human preferences. For RLHF a reward
model is trained to match human preferences for what humans consider a good or bad
model response. While instruction tuning requires supervised training samples, which
can be costly to gather, RLHF takes advantage of an auxiliary reward model to mimic
human preferences. The primary model, whether a language-only or a vision-language
model, is then fine-tuned with the reward model to align outputs with human preferences.
LLaVa-RLFH is one prominent example of vision-language models incorporating RLHF to
improve model output alignment with factual information [Sun et al., 2023].

3.5.1 A LLaVA story

Motivated by the success of instruction tuning in the language domain, LLaVA [Liu
et al., 2023d] was among the first models to incorporate instruction-fine-tuning in vision-
langauge models to improve multimodal chat capabilities. The authors generate 150k
synthetically generated visual instruction samples for fine-tuning. The original LLava
model incorporates a pretrained Vicuna language model encoder and a pretrained CLIP
ViT-L/14 vision encoder. The encoder outputs are fused into the same dimensional space
with a linear projector. Along with improved qualitative chat interactions, LLaVA also
shows improvements on synthetic instruction following and Science QA benchmarks [Lu
et al., 2022].
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LLaVA 1.5. Liu et al. [2023c] improves on LLava’s instruction fine-tuning by using a
cross-modal fully connected multi-layer perceptron (MLP) layer and incorporating academic
VQA instruction data. LLava 1.5 is trained on 600k image-text pairs making it much more
efficient to train compared to other instruction-tuned models such as InstructBLIP or
Qwen-VL. Training takes approximately one day on 8-A100 GPUs. LLava 1.5 performs
well on a suite of academic VQA and instruction-following benchmarks.

LLaVA-RLHF. Due to the scarcity of high-quality visual instruction tuning data for vision
language model training, VLLMs such as LLaVA [Liu et al., 2023d] may misalign the
vision and language modalities and generate hallucinated outputs. To address this issue,
LLaVA-RLHF [Sun et al., 2023] was proposed to improve multimodal alignment with a novel
RLHF algorithm, Factually Augmented RLHF. The idea is based on adapting RLHF from
text domain to vision-language task and augmenting the reward model with extra factual
information of image captions and ground-truth multi-choice to reduce reward hacking.
LLaVA-RLHF also uses GPT4-generated training data and human-written image-text pairs
for further improving its general capabilities. On LLaVA-Bench, LLaVA-RLHF achieves
94% performance level of GPT-4 [Achiam et al., 2023]. On MMHAL-BENCH with a special
focus on penalizing hallucinations, LLaVA-RLHF outperforms baselines by 60%.

LLaVA-NeXT (v1.6). LLaVA-NeXT [Liu et al., 2024a] improves over LLaVA-v1.5 on several
fronts. First, the image resolution is increased by concatenating visual features from
the full image and smaller image patches, which are separately fed through the vision
encoder. Second, the visual instruction tuning data mixture is improved with better
visual reasoning, OCR, world knowledge, and logical reasoning examples. Third, the
largest model variant uses a 34B-parameter LLM backbone (Nous-Hermes-2-Yi-34B).
LLaVA-NeXT achieves state-of-the-art performance compared to open-source multimodal
LLMs such as CogVLM [Hong et al., 2023, Wang et al., 2023b] or Yi-VL [AI et al., 2024],
and closes the gap with commercial models such as Gemini Pro [Reid et al., 2024].

3.5.2 Multimodal in-context learning

Otter [Li et al., 2023c] shows that multimodal in-context learning is possible: A few examples
(e.g., instruction-image-answer tuples) are provided as the context, and the model could
successfully follow instructions in the test examples without extra fine-tuning. This ability
is analogous to text-only LLM in-context learning. The multimodal in-context learning abil-
ity can be attributed to fine-tuning on the newly proposed multimodal instruction tuning
dataset MIMIC-IT [Li et al., 2023b] that contains around 2.8M multimodal instruction-
response pairs with in-context examples. Each sample in MIMIC-IT contains in-context
instruction-image-answer tuples as well as a test example (where given the instruction and
an image, the goal is to generate the answer in the test example). The in-context tuples
are relevant to the test example in one of the three ways: (1) the in-context instructions
are similar but the images are different; (2) the images are the same but the instructions
are different; (3) the images are in a sequential fashion but the instructions are different,
where the sequential images are taken from video repositories like Yang et al. [2023].
Fine-tuning OpenFlamingo [Awadalla et al., 2023] on MIMIC-IT results in the model Otter,
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and Otter exhibits stronger instruction following ability as well as multimodal in-context
learning ability.

3.6 Improving text-rich image understanding
Understanding text is a crucial aspect of visual perception in our daily lives. The success
of Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs) paved the way for the ability to handle
extraordinary applications of VLMs in zero-shot tasks transferred to many real-world
scenarios. Liu et al. [2023e] show that MLLMs exhibit excellent zero-shot Optical Char-
acter Recognition (OCR) performance in the wild, without explicitly training on the OCR
domain-specific data. However, these models often struggle with interpreting texts within
images when presented with complex relationships between the datatypes, possibly due to
the prevalence of natural images in their training data (for instance, Conceptual Captions
[Changpinyo et al., 2021] and COCO [Lin et al., 2014]. Some common, non-exhaustive
challenges with text understanding and models tackling them:

Instruction tuning with fine-grained text-rich data : LLaVAR [Zhang et al., 2023c]
To address issues with comprehending textual details within an image, LLavaR enhances
the current visual instruction tuning pipeline with text-rich images such as movie posters
and book covers. The authors used publicly available OCR tools to collect results on
422K text-rich images from the LAION dataset [Schuhmann et al., 2022]. They then
prompted text-only GPT-4 [Achiam et al., 2023] with recognized text and image captions to
generate 16K conversations, each containing question-answer pairs for text-rich images.
By combining this collected data with previous multimodal instruction-following data, the
LLaVAR model was able to substantially improve the capability of the LLaVA model [Liu
et al., 2023d]. with up to a 20% accuracy improvement on text-based VQA datasets and a
slight improvement on natural images.

Dealing with fine-grained text in high resolution images : Monkey [Li et al., 2023h]
Currently, most MM-LLMs have their input images limited to a resolution of 224 x 224,
consistent with the input size of the visual encoder used in their architecture. These
models struggle to extract detailed information in complex text-centric tasks such as
Scene Text-Centric Visual Question Answering (VQA), Document-Oriented VQA, and Key
Information Extraction (KIE) with high-resolution input and detailed scene understand-
ing. To address these challenges, a new approach, Monkey [Li et al., 2023h], has been
introduced.

Monkey’s architecture is designed to enhance the capabilities of LLMs by processing
input images in uniform patches using a sliding window method, each matching the size
used in the original training of the well-trained vision encoder. Each patch is processed
independently by a static visual encoder, enhanced with LoRA adjustments and a trainable
visual resampler. This allows Monkey to handle higher resolutions up to 1344×896 pixels,
enabling the detailed capture of complex visual information. It also employs a multi-level
description generation method, enriching the context for scene-object associations. This
two-part strategy ensures more effective learning from generated data. By integrating
the unique capabilities of these systems, Monkey offers a comprehensive and layered
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approach to caption generation, capturing a wide spectrum of visual details.

Decoupled Scene Text Recognition Module and MM-LLM : Lumos [Shenoy et al.,
2024] Lumos proposes a multimodal assistant with text understanding capabilities that
leverages a combination of on-device and cloud computation. Lumos uses a decoupled
Scene text recognition (STR) module which then feeds into the multimodal LLM. Lumos’
STR module contains four sub-components: Region of Interest (ROI) detection, Text detec-
tion, Text recognition, and Reading-order reconstruction. ROI detection effectively detects
salient areas in the visual, and then crops the salient area as STR input. Text detection
takes the cropped image from ROI detection as input, detects words, and outputs the
identified bounding box coordinates for each word. Text recognition takes the cropped
image from ROI detection and the word bounding box coordinates from Text detection
as input, and returns the recognized words. Reading-order reconstruction organizes
recognized words into paragraphs and in reading order within each paragraph based on
the layout.

The cloud hosts a multimodal LLM module, which takes in the recognized text and
coordinates from the STR module. This decoupled STR module can be run on-device,
reducing power and latency from transferring high-resolution images to the cloud. As
mentioned above, one of the key challenges has been capturing fine-grained text from the
scene due to limitations of LLM’s encoders. Lumos’s STR module works on 3kx4k sized
image which would yield enhanced performance in complex text understanding tasks
similar to Monkey.

3.7 Parameter-Efficient Fine-Tuning
Training VLMs has shown great effectiveness in cross-domain vision and language tasks.
However, as the size of pre-trained models continues to grow, fine-tuning the entire param-
eter set of these models becomes impractical due to computational constraints. To address
this challenge, Parameter-Efficient Fine-Tuning (PEFT) methods have been developed to
address the high computational cost associated with fine-tuning large-scale models. These
methods focus on training a subset of parameters, rather than the entire model, to adapt
to downstream tasks. Existing PEFT methods can be categorized into four main groups,
namely Low Rank Adapters (LoRa) based methods, Prompt-based methods, Adapter-based
methods, and Mapping-based methods.

LoRA-based methods. LoRA [Hu et al., 2022] is recognized as a popular method
for parameter fine-tuning. LoRA can be applied to both pure language models and
vision-language models. Several variants of LoRA have been developed to enhance its
functionality and efficiency. One such variant is QLoRA [Dettmers et al., 2023], which
integrates LoRA with a quantized backbone and enables the back-propagation of gradients
through a frozen, 4-bit quantized pre-trained language model into LoRA. Another variant
is VeRA [Kopiczko et al., 2024], which is designed to reduce the number of trainable
parameters in comparison to LoRA, while maintaining equivalent performance levels. This
is achieved by utilizing a single pair of low-rank matrices shared across all layers and
learning small scaling vectors instead. Lastly, DoRA [Liu et al., 2024b] decomposes the
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pre-trained weight into two components, magnitude and direction, for fine-tuning. DoRA
has demonstrated the capability to generalize Low-rank adaptation methods from language
models to Vision-Language benchmarks through empirical experiments.

Prompt-based methods. The process of vision-language pre-training involves the
alignment of images and texts within a shared feature space, enabling zero-shot transfer
to subsequent tasks via prompting. Consequently, another method for efficient fine-tuning
is linked with prompting. Zhou et al. [2022] introduce Context Optimization (CoOp), a
technique designed to adapt large pre-trained vision-language models, such as CLIP, for
downstream image recognition tasks, eliminating the need for manual prompt engineer-
ing. CoOp optimizes the context words of the prompt using learnable vectors during
the training process. The method provides two implementations: unified context and
class-specific context. Experimental results from 11 datasets indicate that CoOp outper-
forms hand-crafted prompts and linear probe models in few-shot learning. Additionally, it
exhibits superior domain generalization capabilities compared to zero-shot models that
utilize manual prompts. Then Jia et al. [2022] present Visual Prompt Tuning (VPT), for
adapting large-scale Transformer models in vision. Contrary to the conventional approach
of full fine-tuning, which updates all backbone parameters, VPT introduces a minimal
amount (less than 1% of model parameters) of trainable parameters in the input space.
This is achieved while keeping the model backbone frozen, and in many instances. VPT
demonstrates comparable or even superior accuracy to full fine-tuning.

Adapter-based methods. Adapters refer to new modules added between layers of a
pre-trained network [Houlsby et al., 2019]. Specifically, in the vision-language model
domain, CLIP-Adapter [Gao et al., 2024] fine-tunes with feature adapters on either the
visual or language branch. It adopts an additional bottleneck layer to learn new features
and performs residual-style feature blending with the original pre-trained features. In
addition, VL-adapter [Sung et al., 2022] evaluates various adapter-based methodologies,
within a unified multi-task framework across a diverse range of image-text and video-text
benchmark tasks. The study further delves into the concept of weight-sharing between
tasks as a strategy to augment the efficiency and performance of these adapters. Empiri-
cal results indicate that the application of the weight-sharing technique in conjunction
with adapters can effectively rival the performance of full fine-tuning, while necessitating
updates to only a minimal fraction of the total parameters (4.18% for image-text tasks
and 3.39% for video-text tasks). Subsequently, LLaMA-Adapter V2 [Gao et al., 2023]
proposes a parameter-efficient visual instruction model that enhances large language
models’ multi-modal reasoning capabilities without requiring extensive parameters or
multi-modal training data. It proposes unlocking more learnable parameters (e.g., norm,
bias, and scale) and an early fusion method to incorporate visual tokens into LLM layers.
Compared to other full-fine-tuning approaches like MiniGPT-4 and LLaVA, LLaMA-Adapter
V2 involves much fewer additional parameters.

Mapping-based methods. Injecting trainable modules into pretrained models through
adapters or LoRA requires some knowledge of the network’s architecture to decide where
to insert or adapt parameters. In the context of VLMs, Mañas et al. [2023] and Merullo
et al. [2022] propose a simpler approach which only requires training a mapping between
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pretrained unimodal modules (i.e., vision encoders and LLMs), while keeping them com-
pletely frozen and free of adapter layers. In addition, this method requires fewer trainable
parameters and leads to increased data-efficiency [Vallaeys et al., 2024]. LiMBeR [Merullo
et al., 2022] uses a linear layer that projects visual features to have the same LLM hidden
state dimension. This projection is independently applied to each feature vector, which
means the length of the sequence passed to the LLM is the same as the number of visual
feature vectors, increasing the computational cost of training and inference. MAPL [Mañas
et al., 2023] designs a mapping network which addresses this issue by aggregating the
visual feature vectors into a smaller set. The input feature vectors are projected and
concatenated to a sequence of learnable query tokens, and only the outputs of the query
tokens are fed to the LLM.

4 Approaches for Responsible VLM Evaluation
As the main ability of VLMs is to map text with images, it is crucial to measure visio-
linguistic abilities so as to ensure that the words are actually mapping to visual clues.
Early tasks used to evaluate VLMs were image captioning and Visual Question Answering
(VQA) [Antol et al., 2015]. In this section, we also discuss the task of text-centric VQA
that assesses the ability of the model to understand and read text from images. Another
common evaluation introduced by Radford et al. [2021] is based on zero-shot predictions
such as the ImageNet [Deng et al., 2009] classification task. Such classification tasks
are important to assess if a VLM has a good enough knowledge of the world. More
recent benchmarks such as Winoground [Thrush et al., 2022] measure visio-linguistic
compositional reasoning. Since VLM models are known to display biases or hallucinations,
it is important to assess those two components.

4.1 Benchmarking visio-linguistic abilities
A first way to evaluate VLMs is to leverage visio-linguistic benchmarks. These are designed
in such a way to assess whether the VLMs are able to associate specific words or phrases
with the corresponding visual clues. These benchmarks are at the forefront of VLM
evaluation since they assess how well a visio-linguistic mapping is learned. From visual
question answering to zero-shot classification, there are many methods that are often
used to evaluate VLMs. Some of them focus on the detection of simple visual clues such
as “Is a dog visible in the image?” to much more complex scenes in which we would try
to assess whether the VLM is able to give the correct answer to questions such as “How
many dogs are in the images, and what are they looking at?” By starting from simple
captions that highlight clear visual clues to more complex captions that require some
level of spatial understanding and reasoning, these benchmarks allow us to assess the
strengths and weaknesses of most VLMs.

4.1.1 Image captioning

Introduced by Chen et al. [2015], the COCO captioning dataset and challenge evaluate
the caption quality generated by a given VLM. By leveraging an external evaluation server,
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Figure 3: Different methods to evaluate VLMs. Visual Question Answering (VQA) has
been one of the most common methods, though the model and ground truth answers are
compared via exact string matching, which may underestimate the model performance.
Reasoning consists of giving VLMs a list of captions and making it select the most probable
one within this list. Two popular benchmarks in this category are Winoground [Diwan
et al., 2022] and ARO [Yuksekgonul et al., 2023]. More recently, Dense human annotations
can be used to evaluate how well the model is able to map the captions to the correct parts
of an image [Urbanek et al., 2023]. Lastly, one can use synthetic data like PUG [Bordes
et al., 2023] to generate images in different configurations to evaluate VLM robustness to
specific variations.
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researchers could send the caption generated by their models and have them evaluated
by the server that used scores like BLEU [Papineni et al., 2002] or ROUGE [Lin, 2004] to
compare the generated caption to a set of reference captions. However, such scores are
still heuristics that try to approximate the similarity of those captions. Many works such
as Mathur et al. [2020] have advocated for the retirement of scores like BLEU.

To avoid the issue of having to compare a caption with a set of reference captions,
Hessel et al. [2021] introduce the CLIPScore that leverages CLIP to predict how close a
caption is to an image. The higher the score, the more likely the caption is to actually
describe the image content. However, there is a significant limitation of CLIPScore which
is the underlying performances of the CLIP model used.

4.1.2 Text-to-image consistency

In addition to evaluating the ability to generate a caption for a given image, one might also
want to evaluate the ability to generate an image given a caption. There are end-to-end
approaches that use a single model to produce a consistency score. Though it was initially
proposed for image captioning, CLIPScore is also used in image generation to measure
the alignment between a generated image and a text prompt. Lin et al. [2024b] and Li
et al. [2024a] apply another approach that formats the text prompt as a question (e.g.,
“Does this figure show {text caption}”) and gets the probability of a VQA model answering
yes. There are also a series of metrics that leverage a Language Model (LM) to generate
questions given a text caption. TIFA [Hu et al., 2023] and Davidsonian Scene Graph (DSG)
[Cho et al., 2024] both use an LM to generate natural language binary and multiple choice
questions, and a Visual Question Answering (VQA) model to evaluate the questions. DSG
additionally addresses hallucinations in LLMs and VLMs – the generated questions are
organized into a scene graph based on their dependencies and a question is counted as
correct if and only if the questions it depends on are also correct. For example, assume a
VQA model is given the questions “Is there a car?”, “What color is the car?” and “How many
wheels does the car have?”. If the model incorrectly answers “no” to the first question,
the rest of the questions are deemed incorrect regardless of their answers because the
model did not recognize the car. VPEval [Cho et al., 2023] is another metric that also
generates questions but instead of being in natural language, the questions are visual
programs. These visual programs are executable by different visual modules, such as a
counting module, a VQA module or an Optical Character Recognition (OCR) module. Lin
et al. [2024b] and Li et al. [2024a] introduce VQAScore, another VQA-based method for
text-to-image evaluation. Instead of generating questions using an LM, they instead take
the text prompt and pass that directly to a VQA model. For instance, given a prompt a red
dog next to blue flower, VQAScore computes the probability of a VQA model generating yes
given the question Does this figure show a red dog next to a blue flower?.

4.1.3 Visual question answering

Visual Question Answering (VQA) is the task of answering natural language questions
about images. Due to its simplicity and generality, VQA is one of the main tasks used
to evaluate VLMs. In fact, most VLM tasks can be reformulated as VQA (e.g., “what is
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in the image?” for captioning, “where is this?” for phrase grounding, etc.). The task
was originally proposed [Antol et al., 2015] in two flavors: multiple-choice and open-
ended answers. Popular benchmarks based on the VQA task include VQAv2 [Goyal et al.,
2017], TextVQA [Singh et al., 2019], GQA [Hudson and Manning, 2019], Visual Genome
QA [Krishna et al., 2017], VizWiz-QA [Gurari et al., 2018], OK-VQA [Marino et al., 2019],
ScienceQA [Lu et al., 2022], MMMU [Yue et al., 2023] (see Figure 3). VQA is traditionally
evaluated with VQA Accuracy, which is based on exact string match between a candidate
answer generated by a model and a set of reference answers annotated by humans. This
metric has worked well so far in the multiple-choice and IID training settings. However,
the community is transitioning towards generative models (capable of generating free-form,
open-ended answers) and OOD evaluation (e.g., zero-shot transfer). In these new settings,
the traditional VQA Accuracy metric is too stringent and tends to underestimate the
performance of current VLM systems [Agrawal et al., 2023]. To overcome this limitation,
some works have resorted to artificially constraining [Li et al., 2023e] or rephrasing [Awal
et al., 2023] the output of VLM to match the format of reference answers. However, this
precludes a fair comparison among VLM as their perceived performance is largely depen-
dent on answer formatting tricks. To enable a truthful and fair evaluation of VLM, Mañas
et al. [2024] propose to leverage LLMs as judges for VQA.

Selective prediction. Besides answer correctness, another dimension of evaluation
is selective prediction for VQA – how well a VLM can abstain from answering questions
it would otherwise get incorrect, and achieve high accuracy on questions it chooses to
answer. This is important for applications where accuracy is critical, and incorrect an-
swers could mislead users who place trust in the model. Whitehead et al. [2022] formalize
this framework for VQA, defining evaluation in terms of coverage (the fraction of questions
answered) at a specified risk (level of error tolerated), as well as a cost-based metric
(Effective Reliability) that penalizes incorrect answers more than abstentions. The decision
to abstain can be determined by thresholding an uncertainty measure, such as the answer
probability directly, a learned correctness function [Whitehead et al., 2022, Dancette et al.,
2023], or agreement among expert models (e.g., Si et al. [2023] in the unimodal language
space).

Visual Dialog. Das et al. [2017] introduced VisDial, a dataset and benchmark that
extends VQA by using a series of questions about an image. Its goal is to measure the
ability of an agent to hold a discussion about a given image. In contrast to traditional
VQA in which questions can be considered as independent, visual dialog benchmarks
evaluate more general intelligence abilities such as being able to understand context from
the discussion history.

4.1.4 Text-centric Visual Question Answering

Text-Based VQA is a task that involves providing responses to natural language inquiries
about textual content in the image. Beyond understanding the correlation between textual
and visual content in generic VQA, these queries require the model to 1) read the text in
the scene accurately and devise how it’s structured and ordered and 2) reason about the
text in the image in correlation to each other as well as other visual elements in the image.
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Text-centric evaluations can be done using a broad spectrum of tasks like Text Recog-
nition, Scene Text-Centric Visual Question Answering (VQA), Document-Oriented VQA,
Key Information Extraction (KIE), and Handwritten Mathematical Expression Recognition
(HMER). Each of these tasks presents unique challenges and requirements, providing a
comprehensive overview of the capabilities and limitations of the LLMs.

Text Recognition is a fundamental task in Optical Character Recognition (OCR), re-
quiring the model to accurately identify and transcribe text from a variety of sources.
Scene Text-Centric VQA extends this challenge by requiring the model to not only rec-
ognize text within a scene, but also to answer questions about it. Document-Oriented
VQA further complicates this by introducing structured documents, such as forms and
invoices, into the mix. KIE is a task that focuses on extracting key pieces of information
from a document, such as names, dates, or specific values. Finally, HMER is a specialized
task that involves recognizing and transcribing handwritten mathematical expressions, a
particularly challenging task due to the complexity and variability of handwritten notation.
Some popular benchmarks include IIIT5K [Mishra et al., 2012], COCOText [Veit et al.,
2016], SVT [Shi et al., 2014], IC13 [Karatzas et al., 2013] for text recognition, STVQA
[Biten et al., 2019], Text VQA [Singh et al., 2019], OCR VQA [Mishra et al., 2019] and EST
VQA [Wang et al., 2020] for scene text-centric VQA, DocVQA [Mathew et al., 2021], Info
VQA [Mathew et al., 2022] and ChartQA [Masry et al., 2022] for document-oriented VQA,
SROIE [Huang et al., 2019], FUNSD [Jaume et al., 2019] and POIE [Kuang et al., 2023]
for KIE and HME100k [Yuan et al., 2022] for HMER. The composition of the datasets
varies widely and should be chosen primarily based on purpose of the evaluation – some
focus on specific types of text (such as handwritten or artistic text), while others include
a mix of text types. Some datasets were specifically designed to challenge the models’
ability to handle multilingual text, handwritten text, non-semantic text, and mathematical
expression recognition. Some datasets purely focus on a plethora of different infographics
and tabular representations.

4.1.5 Zero-shot image classification

Zero-shot classification consists of evaluating a model on a classification task for which
the model was not explicitly trained. This should be contrasted with few-shot learning
which requires few training data samples of the downstream task of interest for model
fine-tuning. Radford et al. [2021] demonstrate that zero-shot classification performance
of CLIP can be significantly improved with different types of prompt structures, especially
when customized for specific tasks. They were able to show competitive performances
on the well-known ImageNet classification benchmark [Deng et al., 2009]. This was the
first work to show that VLM approaches might be able to compete with standard classifi-
cation training. In addition to ImageNet, it is standard to evaluate VLMs on additional
classification datasets such as CIFAR10/100 [Krizhevsky, 2009], Caltech 101 [Li et al.,
2022a], Food101 [Bossard et al., 2014], CUB [Wah et al., 2011], StanfordCars [Krause
et al., 2013], Eurosat [Helber et al., 2019], Flowers102 [Nilsback and Zisserman, 2008],
OxfordPets [Parkhi et al., 2012], FGVC-Aircraft [Maji et al., 2013] and Pascal VOC [Ever-
ingham et al., 2010].
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Since prompt engineering, e.g., using concept names within human-engineered prompt
templates, such as “a photo of a {class}” and “a demonstration of a {class}”, can substan-
tially enhance zero-shot performance, recent studies introduce novel approaches [Menon
and Vondrick, 2023, Pratt et al., 2023, Parashar et al., 2023] that employ LLMs like
ChatGPT to automatically generate prompts, often with rich visual descriptions, e.g., “a
tiger, which has sharp claws”. While these methods adopt label names as originally
written by CLIP [Radford et al., 2021], Parashar et al. [2024] substitutes these names with
their most frequently used synonyms (e.g., replacing cash machine with ATM) to improve
accuracy, irrespective of the prompt templates employed. As highlighted by Udandarao
et al. [2024], zero-shot abilities of a VLM depend mostly on whether those concepts are
present or not in the training data. Thus, it is not clear whether we should still consider
such evaluations as zero-shot since the model might be already trained in some indirect
way to solve the downstream task.

Generalization on Out-Of Distribution (OOD) tasks. Using zero-shot evaluation for
CLIP on tasks like ImageNet and achieving good performances is only possible because
the CLIP training data is large enough that it may contain much of the concepts and
class labels that are present in the ImageNet dataset. In consequence, when there are
some downstream tasks for which the training CLIP distribution might be too different,
it can lead to poor generalization. Samadh et al. [2023] suggests modifying the token
distribution of test examples such that they align with ImageNet data distribution (since
the original CLIP training data is unknown). They show that such alignment can help
improve performances on various OOD benchmarks as well as on different downstream
tasks.

4.1.6 Visio-linguistic compositional reasoning

Several recent benchmarks introduce artificially created captions that are designed with
ambiguity to attack the model. One easy way to create such captions can be by reorder-
ing the words in the ground-truth caption. Then the model is evaluated on its ability
to discriminate the correct caption from the perturbed one (which makes this evalua-
tion equivalent to a binary classification problem). In this section, we are presenting
some of the benchmarks that are often used that leverage such binary classification setups.

Winoground [Thrush et al., 2022] is a task for evaluating the visiolinguistic abilities
of VLMs. Each example in the dataset contains two images and two captions. Each
image matches exactly one caption, with the captions differing only in their word order.
For example, in Figure 3, there are two captions “some plants surrounding a lightbulb”
and “a lightbulb surrounding some plants”. Models are tasked with scoring the correct
image-caption pairs higher than the incorrect pairs. Diwan et al. [2022] additionally
explore Winoground and provide insight on why this task is so challenging for VLMs.

More recently, Attribution, Relation, and Order (ARO) was introduced by Yuksekgonul
et al. [2023] to assess relation, attribute, and order understanding by VLMs. The dataset
was built using GQA, COCO and Flickr30k. Then, negative captions were generated by
swapping either the relations, attribute or order from the original caption. By doing so, a
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caption describing “A horse eating grass” becomes “grass eating a horse” (Figure 3). Then
the model is evaluated on its ability to predict a lower probability to the negative caption.
In contrast to Winoground that finds real images that correspond to the negative caption,
ARO does not come with true “negative” images. Such an approach has the advantage
that it is possible to generate a lot of negative captions; however, some of them might not
make any sense in the real world.

Hsieh et al. [2023] have observed that recently developed image-to-text retrieval bench-
marks [Yuksekgonul et al., 2023, Zhao et al., 2022, Ma et al., 2023], which are designed
to assess the detailed compositional abilities of VLMs, can be manipulated. These bench-
marks indeed depend on procedurally-generated hard negatives that often lack logical
coherence or fluency due to grammatical inaccuracies. To mitigate these issues, Hsieh
et al. [2023] instead suggest leveraging ChatGPT to generate more plausible and lin-
guistically correct hard negatives. They have divided the SUGARCREPE dataset [Hsieh
et al., 2023], similar to the approach taken in ARO to evaluate different forms of hard-
negatives, each measuring a specific compositional aspect (e.g., attribute, relationship,
object understanding).

Warning! A major issue with many of the benchmarks relying on the binary classification
problem of discriminating the correct caption from the negative one is that they often do
not consider the case in which the model outputs an equal probability for both captions.
This can occur if the model collapses the information to the same representation vector
for both captions. If the model outputs the same probabilities, then the argmax operation
used by frameworks like PyTorch will always return the first element of the vector. It
happens that many benchmarks put the correct caption as the first element. Thus, a
model whose parameters are all equal to zero could achieve 100% accuracy in these
benchmarks. We recommend adding a small epsilon random number or keeping track if
the captions are assigned the same probabilities.

4.1.7 Dense captioning and crop-caption matching

The current generation of VLMs is often limited to short text descriptions as input due to
text tokenizers. The popular Clip Tokenizer (used to train CLIP-based models) generates
only a maximum of 77 tokens, equivalent to fifty English words or a small paragraph.
Even if it is possible to summarize an image with few words, images are often much richer
than that. When using short captions, we lose information about the background and the
fine-grained specifics of the object we want to describe. The Densely Captioned Images
(DCI) dataset [Urbanek et al., 2023] was introduced to provide complete image descriptions.
By dividing an image into distinct parts using Segment Anything [Kirillov et al., 2023], the
authors asked human annotators to provide detailed descriptions for each segmented part
of this image. Using such an approach, they annotated 7805 images with captions above
1000 words. Using the DCI dataset, the authors evaluated VLMs on a new crop-caption
matching task. For each image, the VLM should match the correct caption within all the
sub-image captions to the correct sub-image. Doing so allowed the author to evaluate
how much a given VLM can have a fine-grained understanding of scene details.
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4.1.8 Synthetic data based visio-linguistic evaluations

One of the challenges we encounter when using real data is that it might be hard to find
an image that could be associated with a negative caption. In addition, it is difficult to
distinguish with these benchmarks if the model is failing because it is not able to recognize
a specific object in a specific scene or because despite recognizing both objects, it is not
able to recognize the relation between them. In addition, most of the time, the captions
that describe images are often extremely simple and might come with ambiguity or biases.
Many VLM retrieval-based benchmarks rely on real images extracted from well-known
datasets such as COCO. However, using real image datasets that were not designed for
VLM evaluation can be problematic since such dataset does not provide images that can be
associated with negative captions. For example, a “coffee cup” will always be photographed
on top of a table. Consequently, a VLM could leverage this location bias to consistently
predict the correct positive caption in which the “coffee cup is on top of the table” without
using the image information. To avoid such a scenario caused by the bias real images
and languages have, it is essential to provide the corresponding image in addition to
the negative caption. In the “coffee cup” scenario, it will correspond to having it placed
under a table and assessing the capability of the VLM to find the correct spatial location.
However, manually placing a real object at various locations would be highly costly since it
would require human intervention. In contrast, synthetic image datasets offer unmatched
advantages for designing and evaluating VLMs: they make it possible to control each
scene precisely and yield granular ground truth labels (and captions). Using Photorealistic
Unreal Graphics (PUG), Bordes et al. [2023] granularly constructed complex scenes by
adding a single element at a time. By doing so, the authors assess whether a given VLM
can associate the correct caption given a background. Then, they add an animal to the
scene and verified if the VLM could detect this specific animal in each background. If the
animal were correct, they moved it to the left or right to confirm whether the VLM could
still find the proper caption indicating whether it was on the left or right. The authors
found that current VLMs are not performing better than random chance when evaluating
spatial relations.

4.2 Benchmarking Bias and disparities in VLMs
In recent years, biases have been studied heavily across machine learning systems [Buo-
lamwini and Gebru, 2018, Corbett-Davies et al., 2017, de Vries et al., 2019]. We now
discuss methods for benchmarking biases in VLMs, including analyses of bias via model
classifications and their embedding spaces.

4.2.1 Benchmarking bias via classifications

One of the most common ways to benchmark biases in classification models is via classi-
fications. For example, biases related to people-related attributes, such as gender, skin
tone, and ethnicity, are frequently measured in the context of classifying occupation and
profession [Gustafson et al., 2023, Agarwal et al., 2021]. In addition, classifications of
people with concepts that allude to harmful associations is frequently evaluated [Agarwal
et al., 2021, Goyal et al., 2022, Berg et al., 2022]. Less common, but still relevant, are
evaluations of the rate of classification between seemingly benign objects and concepts
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such as clothing items or sport equipment when they co-occur with people from different
groups [Srinivasan and Bisk, 2021, Agarwal et al., 2021, Hall et al., 2023b].

With real data. These evaluations are commonly done with real data. As an example,
Agarwal et al. [2021] perform an evaluation of potential biases in CLIP. They measure
representational harms by analyzing the rates of classification for images of faces contain-
ing group labels related to race, gender, and age [Karkkainen and Joo, 2021, Hazirbas
et al., 2024] to classes like “thief”, “criminal”, and “suspicious person”. Additionally,
they measure the distribution of labels related to clothing, appearance, and occupation
between gender groups at different thresholds. Among these experiments, they find no-
table patterns of harmful associations and disparities among race, gender, and age groups.

It is important to be aware of variations in prevalence between groups in real evaluation
data sources, as this may affect disparity evaluations. For example, label quality of
evaluation data can vary, with potential bias for certain groups or inconsistent concept
assignment between groups [Hall et al., 2023a]. Furthermore, there may be distribution
shifts among groups, such as the use of different image sources between people with
different attributes [Scheuerman et al., 2023].

With synthetic data. Smith et al. [2023] demonstrate that one can evaluate the biases
in VLMs using synthetic, gender-balanced contrast sets, generated using diffusion models
that only edit the gender-related information and keep the background fixed. Similarly,
Wiles et al. [2022] study the failure modes of a model using off-the-shelf image generation
and captioning models. Specifically, a generative model is used to generate synthetic
samples using ground-truth labels. Then, a captioning model is used to caption miss-
classified samples to generate additional samples. This results in a corpus of human-
interpretable failure modes of the model. Furthermore, Li and Vasconcelos [2024] propose
a framework for quantifying the biases in VLMs by applying causal interventions and
generating counterfactual image-text pairs. This allows for measuring the discrepancy of
the model’s prediction on original and counter-factual distributions.

4.2.2 Benchmarking bias via embeddings

Another approach to benchmarking bias focuses on the embedding space of VLMs. Instead
of evaluating specific end-tasks like classification, these methods analyze the relationships
between the representations of text and images.4 Embedding space analyses can unveil
learned relationships that are difficult to measure in evaluation tasks. To understand
these types of relationships, Ross et al. [2020] introduce two tests embedding association
tests, Grounded-WEAT and Grounded-SEAT, that measure biases similar to those found
in implicit associations in humans. For instance, they showed that pleasant concepts
such as flowers are more associated with European American names and lighter skin
than with African Americans and darker skin. Similar nuanced findings are that VLMs

4The work largely builds on word embedding analyses in NLP. Word embedding relationships such
−−→
king −

−−−−→queen ≈ −−→man −−−−−−→woman are semantically useful; however, there are also harmful relationships such as −−→man −
−−−−−→woman ≈ −−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→computer programmer −

−−−−−−−−→
homemaker [Bolukbasi et al., 2016].
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associate being American with being white [Wolfe and Caliskan, 2022] and exhibit sexual
objectification [Wolfe et al., 2023]. The explosion of CLIP has brought new approaches that
leverage its explicit mapping between text and image embeddings. Demographic biases
have been discovered when mapping images to the encoding of demographic attributes
(e.g., gender, skin tone, age) and for stereotyped words (e.g., terrorist, CEO) [Garcia et al.,
2023, Hamidieh et al., 2023].

4.2.3 Language biases might impact your benchmark!

As the field of VLMs progresses, it is crucial to address the often overlooked yet critical
challenge of curating multimodal benchmarks. A notable example is the influential Visual
Question Answering (VQA) benchmark [Antol et al., 2015], which is known to be solvable by
“blind” algorithms that exploit unimodal (linguistic) biases in the dataset, e.g., questions
starting with “Is there a clock” has the answer “yes” 98% of the time [Goyal et al., 2017].
In other words, multimodal benchmarks that are not carefully curated can be susceptible
to unimodal shortcut solutions. Indeed, Lin et al. [2024a] discovers that a blind language
prior (P (text)) estimated using image-captioning models like BLIP [Li et al., 2022b] perform
well on contemporary image-text retrieval benchmarks, including ARO [Yuksekgonul et al.,
2023], Crepe [Ma et al., 2023], VL-CheckList [Zhao et al., 2022], and SugarCrepe [Hsieh
et al., 2023]. In contrast, balanced benchmarks like Winoground [Thrush et al., 2022]
and EqBen [Wang et al., 2023a] actually penalize unimodal shortcuts.

4.2.4 Evaluating how specific concepts in the training data impact downstream
performances

Recently, Udandarao et al. [2024] show that concepts that are frequent in the training
data will enable good downstream performances on those concepts. However, if those
concepts are not present or rare, then the model will perform poorly on those. The authors
suggest finding a list of concepts that describe a given downstream task (like class names
for classification tasks), and then leverage recognition models (such as RAM [Zhang et al.,
2023d]) to detect how much of those concepts are present in the training data. Such
evaluation approximates the likelihood for the VLMs to be able to solve those downstream
tasks after training.

4.3 Benchmarking hallucinations
Hallucinations are a major concern for LLMs [Huang et al., 2023]. They often produce
with very high confidence information that might seem true but that is just false. For
example, they can argue that the first time a person was walking on the moon was in 1951
while the true answer was 1969. They can also imagine historical events that just never
happen. VLMs could potentially hallucinate text or captions that might not be related
to the image a user is asking the model to describe. Thus, assessing if VLMs are not
hallucinating is a very important research area. Rohrbach et al. [2018] developed the
first benchmark (CHAIR) for object hallucination in captions measuring hallucinations
within a fixed object set on COCO [Lin et al., 2014]. While it remains popular, especially
for evaluating short, single-sentence captions, it can be misleading for evaluating long
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generations from recent VLMs (e.g., counting hypothetical statements as hallucinations,
or missing hallucinations that are outside the fixed object set), and is limited to COCO
data, which is often included in training sets and offers a narrow view of evaluation on its
own. Instead, POPE [Li et al., 2023g] evaluates object hallucination with binary polling
questions, both positive (using ground-truth objects) and negative (sampling from negative
objects). More recent efforts take model-based approaches to expand evaluation, such as
using GPT-4 [Achiam et al., 2023] by Liu et al. [2023b] for evaluating instruction-following
(GAVIE), by Zhai et al. [2023a] for localizing object hallucinations in captions (CCEval), and
by Sun et al. [2023] for evaluating a VLM’s responses to questions targeting hallucination
(MMHal-Bench). Additionally, there is always human evaluation, as Gunjal et al. [2024]
demonstrate with fine-grained caption annotations.

4.4 Benchmarking memorization
The potential memorization of training data has been extensively investigated for unimodal
models such as LLMs [Carlini et al., 2021] and diffusion models [Somepalli et al., 2023,
Carlini et al., 2023]. For VLMs, how to measure memorization is more complex for two main
reasons: 1) Unlike generative models, joint embedding VLMs such as CLIP do not come
with a decoder, which makes it difficult to decode information memorized in the model’s
parameters and learned embeddings. 2) For VLMs such as CoCa and LLaVA that have
limited generative capabilities, it remains an open question how to expose cross-modal
memorization, e.g., how to probe what the model memorizes about its training image
through text.

Jayaraman et al. [2024] study the capability of VLMs to memorize the objects in the
training images when queried with their respective captions. They call this phenomenon
déjà vu memorization and show that CLIP models can effectively “remember” objects
present in the training images, even if they are not described in the caption. To do so,
the authors propose a k-nearest neighbor test where they utilize a public set of images
sampled from the underlying training distribution but has no overlap with the training set.
For a target training caption, they find the k public set images closest to the caption in
the embedding space. These images are then used to decode the different objects present
in target training image. However, this step in itself does not distinguish whether the
objects are inferred due to the model memorization or due to the model learning general
correlations from image–caption pairs. To distinguish this, the authors train another CLIP
model (called the reference model) that has not seen the target image–caption pair during
training. A similar k-NN test is then performed on this reference model to evaluate the
objects inferred by the reference model. Finally, déjà vu memorization is quantified in
terms of the gap between the object detection precision/recall scores of the target and
reference models, whereby a larger gap indicates a higher degree of memorization.

While different regularization techniques can have varying impact on mitigating the
memorization, Jayaraman et al. [2024] find text randomization to be the most effective
regularization technique that significantly reduces memorization without severely penaliz-
ing the model utility. In this technique, a random fraction of text tokens from training
captions are masked in each training epoch. This introduces text augmentation, thereby
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reducing the model’s ability to overfit the association between a training caption and its
corresponding image.

4.5 Red Teaming
Red teaming in the context of foundation models refers to trying to exploit the public
interface of the model to have it generate some undesirable output [Perez et al., 2022].
Red teaming efforts typically include some sort of adversarial dataset aimed at eliciting a
harm. The dataset will have a pair of prompts with reference answers deemed correct (e.g.,
refusal to answer) and the model will be scored based on its distance from the correct
answer [Vidgen et al., 2023, Bianchi et al., 2024].

To make things concrete, consider how a VLM may be prompted with a sensitive image
and then asked to describe it in graphic detail. While the text prompt could be benign
(“describe the activity in this image”), the output could be considered harmful. Work by
Li et al. [2024b] attempt to characterize the unique red teaming challenges in terms of
faithfulness, privacy, safety, and fairness.

In order to anticipate the kind of challenges in evaluating VLMs, it is helpful to consider
some of the red teaming work which has already been developed for text-to-text and
text-to-image models. In the language domain, red teaming datasets are crafted to surface
certain harms. These harms serve as a proxy for a number of potential risks, which
can then be organized into a risk taxonomy [Weidinger et al., 2022, Sun et al., 2024,
Derczynski et al., 2023]. To organize these efforts, leaderboards have been developed
to benchmark language models across a range of adversarial tasks [Liang et al., 2022,
Röttger et al., 2024]. The text-to-image work by Lee et al. [2024] offers a similar ranking
effort. To be able to map harms to risks, red teaming efforts fix a definition of the risk they
wish to mitigate and then probe the model to try and surface said risk. The formalization
of these risks (e.g., privacy, toxicity, bias) remains an active area of research.

After performing a red team evaluation, it can become possible to mitigate certain risks
using post-processing methods or model fine-tuning methods, such as Reinforcement
Learning for Human Feedback [Ouyang et al., 2022].

5 Extending VLMs to Videos
Our focus so far has been on VLMs that are trained and evaluated on static visual data,
i.e., images. However, video data brings new challenges and potentially new capabilities
to models, such as understanding the motion and dynamics of objects or localizing
objects and actions in space and time. Rapidly, text-to-video retrieval, video question
answering and generation emerged as fundamental computer vision tasks [Xu et al., 2015,
Tapaswi et al., 2016, Brooks et al., 2024]. The temporal space of video challenges storage,
GPU memory and training by a factor of frame rate (e.g., a 24 fps video requires 24×
storage/processing, if each frame is considered as an image). This requires trade-offs in
VLMs for videos, such as videos in compressed form (e.g., H.264 encoding) with an on-the-
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fly video decoder in data loader; initializing video encoders from image encoders; video
encoder has spatial/temporal pooling/masking mechanism [Fan et al., 2021, Feichtenhofer
et al., 2022]; non-end2end VLMs (extracting video features offline and training models
that take video features instead of frames of pixels for long videos). Similar to image-text
models, early video-text models trained from scratch the visual and text components with
a self-supervised criterion [Alayrac et al., 2016]. But contrary to image models, contrastive
video-text models were not the go-to approach, and early fusion and temporal alignment
of video and text were preferred [Sun et al., 2019], as more temporal granularity in the
representation is more interesting compared to computing a global representation of the
video. More recently, a trend similar to image-language models is observed for video-
language models: pretrained LLMs are used and aligned with a video encoder, augmenting
the LLMs with the capability of video understanding. Modern techniques such as visual
instruction tuning are also commonly used and adapted to video.

5.1 Early work on Videos based on BERT
Although the initial approaches to video language were highly specific to the task they were
designed to solve, such as video retrieval or video question answering, VideoBERT [Sun
et al., 2019] was the first successful general approach to video-language modeling. Con-
trary to CLIP-based approaches using contrastive learning that were successful for image
language modeling, VideoBERT is an early fusion approach, similar to Flamingo [Alayrac
et al., 2022], where visual and textual tokens representing video caption pairs are fused
together with a single transformer network. The video data comes from YouTube, from
instructional cooking videos, and the aligned text is obtained using automatic speech
recognition (ASR). The videos are processed frame by frame, each frame corresponding to a
single visual token. The pretraining objective is then based on the popular BERT language
model, where some tokens are masked and reconstructed. VideoBERT demonstrates
strong alignment and is the first model able to perform well on video tasks that require
generating text, such as zero-shot action classification and open-ended video captioning.

Going beyond global video and text alignment where a descriptive sentence is matched
to a video, Multimodal Event Representation Learning Over Time (MERLOT) [Zellers et al.,
2021] achieves video language alignment where the text is temporally aligned with the
video. Contrary to VideoBERT, which is trained on curated instructional cooking videos,
MERLOT is trained on a large-scale dataset of YouTube videos that is less curated and
also more diverse, and where the corresponding text is obtained by ASR. The model uses
a transformer network trained in a purely self-supervised way, with a contrastive objective
between local text tokens and frame visual tokens, a masked language modeling objective,
and a temporal reordering objective. The model demonstrated at the time impressive
capabilities on question answering tasks, particularly visual common sense reasoning.
First, it is able to transfer the knowledge it has learned from videos to answer questions
about what is going to happen next from an image, which demonstrates how video models
are useful for understanding the visual world. Second, it is able to answer particularly
difficult questions from videos on a wide set of datasets and benchmarks. The main
limitation of MERLOT is that it lacks the ability to generate text, which prevents it from
demonstrating advanced visual reasoning capabilities.
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5.2 Enabling text generation using an early-fusion VLM
VideoOFA [Chen et al., 2023c] is an early-fusion VLM for video-to-text generation. Many
earlier video VLMs either lack the ability to generate texts, or combine a video encoder with
a separately trained text decoder leading to suboptimal accuracy. In contrast, VideoOFA
proposes a two-stage pre-training framework to adapt a single generative image-text VLM
to video-text tasks. In particular, VideoOFA initializes from an image-text VLM that is
capable of text generation and jointly pre-trained on massive image-text data to learn
fundamental visual-language representations5. It then proposes an intermediate video-text
pre-training step to adapt the backbone VLM to video-text tasks and learn video-specific
concepts such as temporal reasoning. The intermediate pre-training stage consists of three
training objectives, all reformulated as video-to-text generation tasks: Video Captioning,
Video-Text Matching, and Frame Order Modeling. VideoOFA is evaluated on several Video
Captioning and Video Question Answering benchmarks and showed improved performance
compared to previous models.

5.3 Using a pretrained LLM
Image-language models progressively converged toward leveraging the power of existing
LLMs as their ability to understand text. Instead of training a language model to be aligned
with a pre-trained visual backbone, the idea is to align the visual backbone with an existing
LLM, often using captioning objectives. The same trend was followed for video models,
and Video-LLaMA [Zhang et al., 2023b] emerged as a popular approach, demonstrating
strong video-language alignment, both of visual and audio signals. The architecture of
Video-LLaMA is based on BLIP-2, a Video Q-former and an Audio Q-former are trained
separately on Webvid-2M, a curated dataset of videos, in order to align language with
video and audio. The LLM is an LLaMA model and the training objective is a caption-
ing loss. As a second step, the model is fine-tuned on visual instructional data from
MiniGPT-4, LLaVA, and VideoChat, making it suitable for human interactions. Video-
LLaMA is a conversational agent and is therefore not evaluated with standard benchmarks.
The model is accessible through a chat API, where a user can dialogue with the model
using text prompts, videos, and images, and ask questions related to it. Many follow-
up works such as Video-LLaVA [Lin et al., 2023] further explore LLM alignment with videos.

A more recent one, MiniGPT4-Video [Ataallah et al., 2024] extends MiniGPT-v2 for video
comprehension with text input. MiniGPT4-Video adapts the scheme from MiniGPT-v2,
concatenating every four adjacent visual tokens into one single token, to reduce the
number of input tokens without losing much information. Alongside with visual tokens,
text tokens from subtitle of each frame are also extracted for a better representation of each
video frame. This mixture of visual tokens and text tokens can facilitate the understanding
of the video content for LLMs. The architecture of MiniGPT4-Video consists of a vision
encoder, a single linear projection layer, and a large language model. To evaluate the
effectiveness of MiniGPT4-Video, three types of benchmarks are used for showing its decent
performance for video understanding, including Video-ChatGPT, Open-Ended Questions,
and Multiple-Choice Questions (MCQs). MiniGPT4-Video consistently outperforms existing

5VideoOFA uses the OFA [Wang et al., 2022] model as its image-text backbone in practice.
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state-of-the-art models such as Video-LLaMA [Zhang et al., 2023b] by a large margin on
MSVD [Chen and Dolan, 2011], MSRVTT [Xu et al., 2016], TGIF [Li et al., 2016], and
TVQA [Lei et al., 2018] benchmarks.

5.4 Opportunities in evaluations
While video benchmarks are often similar as image ones, for example captioning, videos
also open the door to other types of evaluations. Datasets such as EgoSchema [Mangalam
et al., 2024] require the model to answer questions on long videos where interactions
between objects/agents must be understood. This enables the evaluation to go beyond
describing the scene, which is hard to do on images alone. Similarly, ActivityNet-QA [Yu
et al., 2019], MSVD-QA [Xu et al., 2017], and MSRVTT-QA [Xu et al., 2017] require to
retrieve relevant frames/localize actions to properly answer the questions. However, for a
lot of questions looking at a simple frame can be enough to provide accurate answers. For
example, showing a football match and asking “Which sport are people playing ?” does not
require looking beyond a single frame. This raises the question of how much the temporal
aspect of the videos is necessary to solve current video benchmarks.

Understanding the semantic aspect of actions in the video is very important, but videos
also provide unique opportunities to probe reasoning capabilities or the understanding
of the world of the models. To this effect, synthetic data has proven very effective in
probing reasoning capabilities of video-based VLMs. In Jassim et al. [2023], videos are
generated such that they either follow the laws of physics, or violate them. For example, a
ball that suddenly vanishes violates spatio-temporal continuity. Models are then asked if
elements in the video, such as the trajectory of a ball, follow the laws of physics. Perhaps
surprisingly, models such as VideoLLaMA or PandaGPT [Su et al., 2023] do not exceed
random performance, whereas humans achieve more than 80% accuracy. These findings
suggest that video VLMs still lack some basic reasoning capabilities that can be probed
efficiently thanks to synthetic data.

While the current capabilities of video VLMs are impressive, there are still opportunities
to further probe their reasoning capabilities, something possible only by the temporal
nature of videos.

5.5 Challenges in leveraging video data
A challenge for video-text pretraining is the current scarcity of (weak) supervision on
temporal space, a problem illustrated in VideoPrism [Zhao et al., 2024]. Existing data (e.g.,
from the Internet) focuses on describing the content of the scenes rather than actions
or motion, making a video model downgrade to an image model. CLIP models trained
on video can also exhibit a noun bias [Momeni et al., 2023] which makes it harder to
model interactions. This yields models that are trained on videos but which are lacking
in terms of temporal understanding. Generating paired video-caption data that contain
information about the content of the scene as well as temporal aspects is more complex
(and costly) than describing the scene in an image. There are possible solutions. For
example, a video captioning model can be used to generate more captions, but this requires
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an initial high-quality dataset to train this captioner. Another option is to train a video
encoder on video alone. This was also exploited for VideoPrism, as it limits the impact of
imperfect captions. Beyond data, another challenge is compute. Processing videos is more
expensive than images yet it’s an even more redundant modality. While an image has a lot
of redundant information, two successive frames in a video are even more similar. There
is thus a need for more efficient training protocols, for example with masking, a technique
that has proven useful on image-based VLMs [Li et al., 2023f]. All of these challenges,
whether regarding pretraining data, compute or quality of evaluations, point to promising
research directions towards video VLMs with better understanding of the world.

6 Conclusion
Mapping vision to language is still an active research area. From contrastive to generative
methods, there are many ways to train VLMs. However, the high compute and data cost
is often a barrier for most researchers. This mostly motivates the use of leveraging pre-
trained LLMs or image encoders to learn only a mapping between modalities. Whatever the
technique to train a VLM might be, there are still general considerations to bear in mind.
Large-scale high-quality images and captions are important ingredients to push model
performances. Improving model grounding and aligning the model with human preferences
are also much needed steps to improve a model’s reliability. To assess performances,
several benchmarks have been introduced to measure vision-linguistic and reasoning
abilities; however, many of them have severe limitations such as being able to be solved only
by using language priors. Binding images to text is not the only objective with VLMs; video
is also an important modality that can be leveraged to learn representations. However,
there are still a lot of challenges to overcome before learning good video representations.
Research into VLMs remains very active, as there are still many missing components
needed to make these models more reliable.
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Acronyms
ARO Attribution, Relation, and Order. 36

BERT Bidirectional Encoder Representations from Transformers. 6

BLIP Bootstrapping Language-Image Pre-training. 19

CLIP Contrastive Language–Image Pre-training. 9

CNN Convolutional Neural Network. 13

CoCa Contrastive Captioner. 11

DCI Densely Captioned Images. 37

EBM Energy-Based Models. 6

FFCV Fast Forward Computer Vision. 22

FLAVA Foundational Language And Vision Alignment. 9

IoU Intersection over Union. 25

LLaVA Large Language-and-Vision Assistant. 19, 26

LLMs Large Language Models. 4

LM Language Model. 33

LoRa Low Rank Adapters. 29

MCMC Markov Chain Monte Carlo. 8

MERLOT Multimodal Event Representation Learning Over Time. 43

MIM Masked Image Modeling. 9

MLLMs Multimodal Large Language Models. 28

MLM Masked Language Modeling. 9

NCE Noise Contrastive Estimation. 8

OBELICS Open Bimodal Examples from Large fIltered Commoncrawl Snapshots. 20

OCR Optical Character Recognition. 28, 33, 35

OOD Out-Of Distribution. 36
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PEFT Parameter-Efficient Fine-Tuning. 29

PUG Photorealistic Unreal Graphics. 38

RLHF Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback. 26, 27

ROI Region of Interest. 29

SSL Self-Supervised Learning. 8

STR Scene text recognition. 29

ViT Vision Transformer. 10

VLMs Vision Language Models. 4

VQ-VAE Vector Quantised-Variational AutoEncoder. 13

VQA Visual Question Answering. 31, 33
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