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Abstract

Image-text training like CLIP has dominated the pre-
training of vision foundation models in recent years. Sub-
sequent efforts have been made to introduce region-level
visual learning into CLIP’s pretraining but face scalabil-
ity challenges due to the lack of large-scale region-level
datasets. Drawing inspiration from supervised fine-tuning
(SFT) in natural language processing such as instruction
tuning, we explore the potential of fine-grained SFT in en-
hancing the generation of vision foundation models after
their pretraining. Thus a two-stage method ViSFT is pro-
posed to unleash the fine-grained knowledge of vision foun-
dation models. In VIiSFT, the vision foundation model is
enhanced by performing visual joint learning on some in-
domain tasks and then tested on out-of-domain benchmarks.
With updating using ViSFT on 8 V100 GPUs in less than
2 days, a vision transformer with over 4.4B parameters
shows improvements across various out-of-domain bench-
marks including vision and vision-linguistic scenarios.

1. Introduction

Training of vision foundation models has witnessed signifi-
cant progress in recent years [5, 12, 22, 31, 51, 57, 66, 67].
Among these developments, the image-text representation
learning, exemplified by models such as CLIP [57], has be-
come the mainstream approach for training vision founda-
tion models, achieving state-of-the-art performance across
various vision and vision-language tasks. Furthermore, ef-
forts like GLIP [41] and RegionCLIP [82] aim to extend
CLIP’s capabilities by learning region-level visual represen-
tations during pretraining, thereby facilitating fine-grained
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Figure 1. Drawing inspiration from the training paradigm in NLP,
we perform ViSFT on vision foundation models after their pre-
training and subsequently evaluate them on out-of-domain tasks.

downstream vision tasks. However, these efforts face scala-
bility challenges due to the lack of large-scale region-level
datasets.

In the realm of natural language processing, the afore-
mentioned challenge is addressed by employing supervised
fine-tuning (SFT) following the pretraining of large lan-
guage models, such as through instruction tuning [29, 46,
60, 72, 83]. By generating detailed task descriptions as
instructions, the model undergoes SFT to understand and
follow the instructions. Drawing inspiration from the NLP
SFT, we investigate the potential of implementing pure
Vision SFT (which we term ViSFT) to enhance the gener-
alization capabilities of vision foundation models as shown
in Figure 1.

Our findings suggest that the representation and general-
ization of the visual transformer within a CLIP model can
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indeed be improved following ViSFT. In essence, ViSFT is
able to unleash fine-grained details within the visual trans-
former that may have been overlooked during image-text
pretraining. We speculate that this method assists the vision
transformer in identifying a more optimal subspace.

In ViSFT, we incorporate the visual transformer as the
backbone network connected to the heads of various in-
domain vision tasks for joint learning. We opt for object-
level tasks on COCO [42], including detection, segmenta-
tion, and captioning. Researchers typically train LoRA [26]
for various tasks and then choose the corresponding LoRA
weights during inference, meaning that different LoRA
weights store their own task-specific knowledge. Similarly,
we use LoRA weights to preserve the unleashed informa-
tion. Another benefit of LoRA tuning is its lightweight na-
ture, which lowers training costs.

ViSFT differs from previous multi-task training ap-
proaches [6, 10, 27, 38, 76, 77], which fine-tune on in-
domain task training splits and then maximize performance
on validation splits. Our goal is to obtain fine-grained infor-
mation through the joint learning of in-domain tasks (e.g.,
detection, segmentation), thereby developing a vision trans-
former backbone with superior representation, and then
evaluate the model on out-of-domain benchmarks (e.g.,
OCR, GOI [40]) as illustrated in Figure 2. Since we do
not need to maximize the performance on in-domain tasks,
there is no requirement to design intricate task heads for
ViSFT, such as multi-task mechanisms for resolving task
conflicts [15, 37, 84], making ViSFT more flexible.

Another challenge lies in ensuring that knowledge
learned from in-domain tasks can be effectively trans-
ferred to the vision transformer backbone, rather than be-
ing trapped in task heads. To address this, we divide ViSFT
into two stages. In the first stage, we train the corresponding
in-domain task heads while keeping the vision transformer
backbone frozen. In the second stage, we introduce LoRA
parameters to the vision transformer backbone and freeze
the task heads, enabling the knowledge to be transferred ex-
clusively to the LORA parameters.

Our experiments demonstrate that by undergoing ViSFT
updating on 8 V100-SXM2-32GB GPUs in less than 2 days,
a CLIP vision transformer with a model size exceeding 4.4B
exhibits improvements across 6 different benchmarks, in-
cluding vision and vision-linguistic scenarios (despite not
performing SFT on the CLIP’s text encoder). Our contribu-
tions can be summarized as follows:

* We showcase the potential of fine-grained supervised
fine-tuning (SFT) in enhancing the generalization capa-
bilities of vision foundation models.

* A two-stage ViSFT process is proposed to effectively un-
leash the fine-grained knowledge of vision foundation
models.

* The performance of visual foundation models has shown

improvements across various benchmarks in both visual
and vision-linguistic scenarios with lightweight training.

2. Related Work

Pretraining of Vision Foundation Models has experi-
enced considerable progress in recent years. Following the
introduction of the Vanilla Vision Transformer (ViT) [12],
numerous pretraining paradigms have been explored for
vision transformers, including supervised pretraining on
large-scale image datasets [1 1, 65], self-supervised learning
strategies [5, 51], masked image modeling techniques [22,
53], and more. Notably, image-text pretraining meth-
ods [31, 57, 78] such as CLIP have emerged as the pre-
dominant approach for training foundational vision models.
This method leverages extensive image-text data to pretrain
models, aiming to learn the correspondence between images
and text.

Moreover, efforts like GLIP [41] and RegionCLIP [82]
intend to introduce region-level visual representation learn-
ing into CLIP’s pretraining process, thereby enhancing
the performance of fine-grained downstream vision tasks.
However, these endeavors encounter challenges in scaling
up the model size due to the scarcity of large-scale region-
level detection and grounding data. As a result, CLIP
remains the prevailing paradigm in visual representation
learning, supported by extensive image-text datasets.

Recent EVA-CLIP series [13, 14, 66] achieve state-of-
the-art performance on several zero-shot benchmarks. EVA
first performs masked image modeling on scratch-based vi-
sion transformers to reconstruct the features of a CLIP’s
vision encoder. Then, the vision encoder of CLIP is re-
placed with the trained vision transformers for image-text
pretraining. EVA successfully scales the vision transformer
to over 4.4 billion parameters. While BLIP-2 [39] employs
a bridge model (g-former) to integrate EVA-CLIP-G with
large language models (LLMs), achieving state-of-the-art
performance on various visual-language benchmarks. Our
ViSFT has explored the potential of fine-grained supervised
fine-tuning in enhancing the generalization capabilities of
both EVA-CLIP and BLIP-2.

Visual-Linguistic Instruction Tuning represents a sim-
ple yet effective supervised fine-tuning (SFT) strategy for
enhancing the generalizability of foundational models. No-
tably, natural language processing (NLP) instruction tun-
ing [29, 46, 60, 72, 83] has achieved promising results in
zero-shot learning by utilizing a small number of examples
and a set of natural language instructions to guide the model
in learning new tasks. There are generally two methods
for constructing instruction datasets: data integration from
annotated natural language datasets [46, 60] and generat-
ing outputs using LLMs [71, 75]. Based on the collected
IT dataset, a pre-trained model can be directly fine-tuned



in a fully-supervised manner. Among these techniques,
HINT [29] adopts a hypernetwork to convert instructions
into adapter and prefix parameters, which is akin to how
ViSFT stores fine-grained information in LoORA parameters.

Besides text-only domains, instruction tuning has been
applied in multimodal domains [3, 17, 43, 74, 81]. MUL-
TIINSTRUCT [74] is a multimodal instruction tuning
dataset comprising 62 diverse tasks in a unified seq-to-
seq format. LLaVA (13B) [43] is a large multimodal
model developed by connecting the visual encoder of CLIP
(400M) [57] with the language decoder LLaMA (7B) [68].
GPT-4 is employed to convert image-text pairs into an ap-
propriate instruction-following format for LLaVA’s dataset.
While the above studies have achieved success in text-only
and multimodal domains, the vision-only domain SFT has
not yet been extensively explored.

Multi-Task Training employs foundation models as the
backbone, coupled with multiple task-specific heads. Typi-
cally, multi-task training involves fine-tuning the backbone
and task-specific heads concurrently on downstream tasks’
training splits and maximizing performance on validation
splits, which are in-domain.

There has been extensive development in multi-task
training across vision [21, 63, 64, 79, 80], language [20, 44,
45, 59, 61], and multimodal domains [32, 35, 56]. Recent
efforts aim to perform multi-task training using a single,
generic model [32, 38, 76, 77, 84]. However, such attempts
often face challenges due to task and domain conflicts, lead-
ing to the development of domain alignment methods and
mechanisms to mitigate task conflicts.

ViSFT departs from traditional multi-task training ap-
proaches by obtaining fine-grained information through
joint learning of in-domain tasks while evaluating perfor-
mance on out-of-domain tasks. Additionally, rather than
tuning LoRA and task heads simultaneously, ViSFT is di-
vided into two stages. Since there is no need to maxi-
mize performance on in-domain tasks, ViSFT does not re-
quire domain alignment methods or task conflict alleviation
mechanisms, making it more flexible and easier to imple-
ment.

3. Method
3.1. Tasks and Datasets

To ensure that ViSFT remains both simple and fine-grained
while eliminating the need to create new datasets, we opted
to train our model using the COCO [42] dataset. This
dataset provides a diverse range of annotations for each im-
age, including bounding boxes, instance-specific segmen-
tation masks, natural language descriptions, and panoptic
segmentation masks (a combination of instance and seman-
tic segmentation). Additionally, 250k-person instances are
annotated with keypoints. As depicted in Table 1, these an-

Tasks Annotations Heads
Object Detection bounding boxes with 80 object categories Detr
Instance Segmentation per-instance segmentation masks Mask2former
Image Captioning natural language descriptions of the images LSTM

Panoptic Segmentation | full scene segmentation with thing and stuff | Mask2former

Pose Estimation person instances labeled with keypoints VitPose

Table 1. An overview of task categories and annotations in COCO,
along with their associated task heads for implementation. Anno-
tations excluded from our proposed solution are denoted in Gray.

Model ‘ Layers ‘ Hidden size ‘ Patch size ‘ MLP size ‘ Heads ‘ Params
EVA-VIiT-G [66] | 40 1408 14 6144 16 1B
EVA-VIiT-E [66] | 64 1792 14 15360 16 4.4B

Table 2. Details of EVA-VIiT model variants employed in our
experiments: EVA-ViT-G and EVA-VIT-E, both with over 1 Bil-
lion parameters, are derived from EVA-CLIP-G and EVA-CLIP-E
models, respectively.

notations enable fine-grained learning for every image.

Following the ablation studies in Sec 4.4, we ultimately
selected object detection, instance segmentation, and im-
age captioning as the in-domain tasks. Moreover, tasks on
COCO offer a variety of off-the-shelf task heads, obviating
the need to develop new task heads.

3.2. Model Details

In this section, we outline the process of conducting ViSFT
on the vision foundation model as illustrated in Figure 2.
The entire model training procedure is divided into two
stages. During the first stage, we employ the pre-trained
vision transformer from an EVA-CLIP model to serve as
the backbone network and freeze it. Detection, segmenta-
tion, and caption heads are then independently connected
for fine-tuning. This step aims to obtain task heads that are
compatible with the vision transformer features. In the sec-
ond stage, the vision transformer is augmented with LoRA
weights, and all task heads are connected for fine-tuning.
Aside from the added LoRA weights, other modules will re-
main frozen. This approach ensures that fine-grained infor-
mation obtained through joint learning is directed towards
the LoRA parameters.

EVA Vision Transformer. We select the vision transformer
from EVA-CLIP [66] as the vision foundation model, given
its state-of-the-art performance and the architecture that is
basically consistent with the vanilla ViT [12]. As demon-
strated in Table 2, we conducted experiments using two
model sizes: EVA-ViT-G and EVA-VIT-E.

LoRA Update Matrices. For a pre-trained weight matrix
Wy € R?** within the query and value embedding lay-
ers of EVA-VIT, we impose a constraint on their updates
by introducing a low-rank decomposition: W/, + AW =
W,w + BA, where B € R¥" and A € R™**, and rank
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Figure 2. An overview of our proposed method is as follows: (a) First, a vision foundation model is pretrained such as CLIP-ViT. (b)
Next, we execute ViSFT to update the LoRA weights and retain the fine-grained information through joint learning of in-domain tasks. (c)
Finally, in conjunction with the updated LoRA weights, evaluations on multiple out-of-domain tasks exhibit considerable enhancement.
“OCR?” refers to the optical character recognition task, while “GOI” denotes the grounded object identification task.

r < min(d, k). During the second stage of training, the
weight matrices W, and W, are frozen, preventing them
from receiving gradient updates, while A and B contain

trainable parameters. For hy/,, = W/, , the forward pass
yields:
hq/o ZWq/UCL'-i-AWCC: Wq/va:—&—BAac @))

Detection Head. Among the available detection heads,
Detr [4] is the first to incorporate transformers, which sim-
plifies the detection head design, eliminates the need for
intricate post-processing techniques such as non-maximum
suppression, and supports single-scale feature input from
vision transformers. While Detr exhibits slow convergence,
it is important to note that we don’t pursue superior perfor-
mance on these in-domain task heads. Instead, we employ
these task heads as a bridge to restore fine-grained informa-
tion of the vision transformer.

Detr generates a fixed number of learnable query em-
beddings, which serve as input to the image decoder. These
queries interact with one another via self-attention and in-
teract with flattened image features through cross-attention
layers. Subsequently, MLP and linear heads are employed
for bounding box and label prediction, respectively. Finally,
a bi-partite matching mechanism is used to assign predic-

tions to ground truth boxes.

Segmentation Head. We utilize Mask2former [9] as the
segmentation head. As a unified framework for segmen-
tation tasks, Mask2former is capable of handling both
instance segmentation and panoptic segmentation tasks,
thereby providing convenience for experimenting with vari-
ous segmentation annotations. To facilitate the use of vision
transformers as the backbone, we have modified the input
feature levels of Mask2former to 1.

Mask2former also generates a fixed number of query em-
beddings. The segmentation mask representations are de-
rived from the dot product between the decoder’s final-layer
hidden state of the j-th embedding and a per-pixel feature
map:

¢ = Upsample (MLP(qi) © R(G(Fo) + 7—[(.7-"f“°))>,

2
where G is a 1 x 1 convolution layer followed by a Group
Normalization (GN), H is a 1 x 1 convolution followed by a
GN and a bilinear upsampling, and R is a 3 x 3 convolution
followed by a GN, a ReLU, and a 1 x 1 convolution. Fy
and F°"° represent the per-pixel feature maps produced by
the backbone and encoder, respectively.

Captioning Head. Following [73], we employ a classic



Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) network that generates
a caption by producing one word at each time step, condi-
tioned on a context vector, the previous hidden state, and
the previously generated words.

it g
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Here, i, fi, 0t, g1, and h; represent the input, forget, mem-
ory, output, and hidden states of the LSTM, respectively.
The context vector denoted as 2 € RP, captures the visual
information associated with a specific input location. The
embedding matrix £ € R™*¥ is also considered. Let m
and n represent the embedding and LSTM dimensionality,
respectively, while o and ® denote the logistic sigmoid ac-
tivation and element-wise multiplication, respectively.

Trainable Parameters. The trained parameters comprise
two parts: in the first stage, the parameters of each task head
are trained, while in the second stage, the weights of LoRA
are trained. In terms of parameter size settings, taking EVA-
ViT-E as an example, the total parameter size of all task
heads amounts to 36.8M. We set the size of the two parts
to be roughly equal, thus setting the rank of LoRA to 64,
resulting in a parameter size of 29.4M. Subsequent ablation
experiments in sec 4.4 demonstrate that the size of LoRA
parameters has minimal impact on the results.

4. Experiments
4.1. Evaluation Benchmarks

We focus on performance on out-of-domain tasks and
datasets that are not included as part of the supervised vision
finetuning, encompassing both visual and visual-linguistic
benchmarks:

(1) Optical Character Recognition (OCR): After freezing
the vision transformer and its corresponding LoRA weights,
we follow the approach in [2] to train a lightweight head for
optical character recognition. Utilizing the frozen backbone
weights, we employ the MJSynth [30] and SynthText [19]
datasets for training and evaluate the performance on a com-
bined set of multiple OCR datasets, including IC03 [48],
IC13 [33], IC15 [34], SVTP [54], SVT [70], and IIIT [50].

(2) Grounded Object Identification: We evaluate the
model’s performance on the M3IT dataset [40], which in-
volves classifying an object specified in an image.

(3) Image Classification: We replace EVA-CLIP’s
visual encoder with the fine-tuned EVA-VIT and per-
form zero-shot classification on ImageNet-1K [11] and its

variants (ImageNet-A [25], ImageNet-R [24], ImageNet-
Sketch [69]), as well as other classification datasets [16, 23,
36, 62].

(4) Image-Text Retrieval: We examine the zero-shot re-
trieval performance on COCO [8] and Flickr30K [55] for
both EVA-CLIP-E and BLIP-2, in which the vision encoder
is replaced by EVA-VIiT-E and EVA-VIT-G, respectively.

(5) Visual Question Answering: After fine-tuning the
visual encoder of BLIP-2, we conduct a quantitative eval-
uation of the zero-shot visual question answering task on
VQAV2 [18], GQA [28], and OK-VQA [49].

(6) Captioning: Captioning performance on the unseen
NoCaps dataset [1] is also evaluated.

4.2. Implementation Details

During the first stage of training, Detr [4] serves as the de-
tection head, featuring six encoder layers and six decoder
layers. The encoder dimension is 128, the decoder dimen-
sion is 256, and the MLP dimension is 1024. For the seg-
mentation head, Mask2former [9] consists of six encoder
layers and nine decoder layers. The encoder dimension is
256, the encoder MLP dimension is 512, the decoder di-
mension is 256, and the decoder MLP dimension is 1024.
Both Detr and Mask2former share the following settings:
the number of attention heads is 8, the number of input
query embeddings is 100, the batch size is 1 per GPU, the
number of feature levels is 1, and the learning rate is 5e — 5.
Both models are trained for 150k iterations.

With respect to the captioning head, we primarily ad-
here to the settings presented in [73]. The LSTM encoder
and decoder dimensions are both 384, the batch size is 32
per GPU, the learning rate is 4e — 4, and the training pro-
ceeds for 100k iterations. All task head training utilizes
the AdamW optimizer [47], embraces a cosine learning rate
strategy, and incorporates a warmup of 2k iterations. The
training for each task head is executed using 8 Nvidia Volta
V100-SXM2-32GB GPUs. The training of various task
heads can be conducted concurrently, with the first stage
of training requiring less than 3 days to finish.

During the second stage of training, we jointly train
EVA-ViT on multiple tasks. At each iteration, we randomly
select a task to fill a batch of samples. We simply assign
a comparable sampling probability for each task (0.4 for
captioning, 0.3 for both detection and segmentation). In
our implementation, we employ 8 NVIDIA Volta V100-
SXM2-32GB GPUs (batch size 1 per GPU for detection
and segmentation, batch size 8 per GPU for captioning) in
a distributed manner, using PyTorch [52]. To alleviate the
CUDA memory pressure, we have enabled optimizer state
sharding. It uses the ZeRO optimizer state sharding method
as described in [58]. Additionally, gradient checkpoint-
ing [7] is activated. The AdamW optimizer is utilized with
a learning rate of le — 5 and a warm-up cosine learning rate



Model ‘ Params ‘ Iters ‘ Accuracy

EVA-VIiT-G 1.0B
EVA-ViT-Gyisrr | 1.0B
EVA-ViT-Gyisrr | 1.0B

Ok 444
Sk |46.9(+2.5)
15k [47.6(+3.2)

Table 3. Evaluation of optical character recognition performance
before and after Vision SFT implementation. “Accuracy” repre-
sents the ratio of correct word instances to the total number of
word instances (%). “Iters” refers to the number of iterations up-
dated during the second stage.

schedule (using 2000 warm-up iterations).

The training process continues for 50k iterations, with
checkpoints saved every 5k iterations. The second stage of
training requires less than 2 days to complete. We denote
the model after 5k iterations as the default ViSFT setting,
as it shows improvement on the majority of benchmarks.

4.3. Main Results

Optical Character Recognition (OCR). Optical Charac-
ter Recognition (OCR) aims to extract textual information
from images, posing a fine-grained and challenging task due
to the variability in fonts, colors, sizes, and orientations of
the text within images. Consequently, OCR serves as an
effective benchmark to evaluate the capability of a visual
foundation model in capturing the fine-grained and seman-
tic information of an image.

In line with the methodology proposed in [2], we imple-
ment a vision transformer as the backbone of our model,
freezing both the backbone and its corresponding LoRA
weights. Following this, we train a 4-layer lightweight
transformer head specifically designed for the OCR task.
To evaluate the effectiveness of our approach, we perform
experiments on a diverse collection of OCR datasets [33,
34, 48, 50, 54, 70] and report the average accuracy. The
results presented in Table 3 demonstrate that after applying
the ViSFT, the performance of optical character recognition
can be improved by at least 2.5 points, which indicates that
the vision transformer effectively regains fine-grained infor-
mation and is able to capture both the intricate details and
semantic information of the image.

Grounded Object Identification. Grounded Object Iden-
tification (GOI) involves classifying a specified object in an
image using the [CLS] token feature of vision transform-
ers. This fine-grained task was not seen during EVA-CLIP’s
pretraining or our ViSFT. After probing the classification
head for 30 epochs on the M?3IT dataset, both EVA-ViT-G
and EVA-VIiT-E exhibit an enhancement ranging from 0.3
to 0.6 points, as depicted in Table 4. The improvement
is more pronounced for EVA-VIiT-G, which is a smaller
model. These results indicate that ViSFT can bolster the
model’s generalization performance, with more significant
improvements observed in smaller models, which possess

M3IT [40] val

Model P s | It
ode arams ) fers Top-1 Acc Top-5 Acc

EVA-VIiT-G 1.0B | Ok 523 87.3
EVA-ViT-Gviser | 1.0B | 5k |52.9(+0.6) 87.5(+0.2)
EVA-ViT-Gviser | 1.0B | 15k | 52.9(+0.6) 87.7(+0.4)

EVA-VIiT-E 44B | Ok 54.9 88.3
EVA-ViT-Eviser | 44B | 5k |55.2(+0.3) 88.7(+0.4)

Table 4. Performance of grounded object identification under var-
ious conditions. We report the Top-1 and Top-5 accuracies (%) on
M3IT’s validation set with improvements denoted in brackets, e.g.,
(40.6). “Iters” refers to the number of iterations updated during
the second stage.

ImageNet-A [25]
ImageNet-R [24]
ImageNet-S [69]
ImageNet-1K [11]
EuroSAT [23]
CIFAR-10 [36]
CIFAR-100 [36]
GTSRB [62]
Caltech-101 [16]

EVA-CLIP-E [66] | 82.1 94.5 71.6 82.0(65.8 99.3 93.1 67.7 90.5
EVA-CLIP-Evisrr | 82.4 94.6 71.7 82.1|67.1 99.4 932 67.8 90.6

Table 5. Zero-shot image classification results on ImageNet-1K
and its variants, as well as additional classification datasets. Top-
1 accuracy (%) on validation sets is reported. Results exhibiting
notable improvements are emphasized in Bold. The number of
iterations updated during the second stage in this case is 5k.

fewer parameters and are more prone to losing fine-grained
information during image-text pretraining.

Image Classification. In Table 5, we further exhibit the ef-
fectiveness and robustness of our approach across 9 zero-
shot image classification benchmarks. We conduct zero-
shot classification on EVA-CLIP-E before and after visually
supervised fine-tuning, observing improvements across all
9 datasets. Notable enhancements are evident on datasets
consisting of adversarial and unmodified examples, such as
ImageNet-A [25] (increasing from 82.1% to 82.4%) and
EuroSAT [23] (rising from 65.8% to 67.1%), indicating that
fine-grained information can strengthen the model’s robust-
ness to real-world perturbations.

Image-Text Retrieval. Table 6 presents the zero-shot im-
age and text retrieval results on Flickr30K and COCO.
Upon implementing ViSFT, EVA-CLIP-E exhibits enhance-
ments in both text and image retrieval, with a more signif-
icant impact observed in image retrieval tasks. Notably, it
shows a 1.1% increase in image retrieval performance, as
assessed by COCO’s Recall@5 metric. This is attributable
to the model is able to better understand and extract relevant
features from images when paired with corresponding texts.

We further conducted evaluations on paradigms beyond
EVA-CLIP, such as BLIP-2. Owing to the constraints in
resources, we did not retrain a g-former. Instead, we lever-



Text Retrieval Image Retrieval

Model Iters | Flickr30k  COCO | Flickr30k  COCO
R@5 R@5 R@5 R@5
EVA-CLIP-E [66] | Ok 99.4 87.6 94.3 74.9
EVA-CLIP-Eviser | Sk 99.4 87.7(+0.1) 94.3 75.2(+0.3)

EVA-CLIP-Ey;ser | 50k |99.5(+0.1) 87.6 94.8(+0.5) 76.0(+1.1)

BLIP-2 ViT-G [66] | Ok 99.9 94.2 96.8 84.0
BLIP-2 ViT-Gyiser | 5k 99.9 94.3(+0.1) | 96.9(+0.1) 84.1(+0.1)

Table 6. Comparison of image-text retrieval performance across
various settings. Results are assessed using Recall@5 (%). Perfor-
mance for both Flickr30K and COCO datasets are reported, with
evaluations conducted on EVA-CLIP and BLIP-2. Notable im-
provements are highlighted in Bold. Owing to the constraints in
resources, we did not retrain a g-former of BLIP-2. “Iters” refers
to the number of iterations updated during the second stage.

Model | Params | Tters | VQAv2 OK-VQA GQA
BLIP-2 ViT-G OPT* [39]| 3.8B | Ok | 51.9 315 326
BLIP-2 ViT-G OPT*vispr | 3.8B | 5k | 52.0 315 326
BLIP-2 ViT-G OPT*vispr | 3.8B | 20k | 52.0 317 327
BLIP-2 ViT-G OPT' [39]| 7.8B | Ok | 55.1 354 353
BLIP-2 ViT-G OPTvissr | 7.8B | 5k | 55.2 355 353
BLIP-2 ViT-G OPT viser | 7.8B | 20k | 55.3 357 355

Table 7. Zero-shot visual question answering results. Metrics in-
clude accuracy for VQAv2, OK-VQA, and GQA (%). Evaluations
are conducted on BLIP-2 ViT-G OPT2. 75 (designated as OPT?)
and BLIP-2 ViT-G OPTs.7 5 (designated as OPTZ). Due to limited
resources, we did not retrain a q-former of BLIP-2.

aged the pre-trained weights of BLIP-2 from its first stage
to perform a zero-shot evaluation. As illustrated in Table 6,
after implementing fine-grained tuning on BLIP-2’s visual
encoder, we observed phenomena similar to those of EVA-
CLIP, which further substantiates our conclusions.

Visual Question Answering. We assessed the zero-shot
visual question answering performance of BLIP-2 ViT-G
OPTs 7 and BLIP-2 ViT-G OPTg 75 using benchmarks
such as VQAvV2 [18], GQA [28], and OK-VQA [49]. As
depicted in Table 7, the models performing ViSFT on their
visual encoder either maintain or enhance their performance
across all three benchmarks. The improvement is a bit more
pronounced on OK-VQA, suggesting that ViSFT provides
benefits for out-of-domain datasets. Moreover, the perfor-
mance improvement is slightly more evident when scaling
the language model from 2.7B to the larger 6.7B version,
indicating that our ViSFT can preserve the visual-linguistic
alignment when the language model is scaled up even with-
out retraining the g-former.

Image Captioning. We evaluated the image captioning per-
formance of our Vision SFT in conjunction with BLIP-2
ViT-G OPT on the NoCaps dataset, which was not used
during the training phase. Our findings indicate that ViSFT

Model ‘ Params ‘ Iters ‘ CIDEr
BLIP-2 ViT-G OPT? [39]| 3.8B | Ok 100.9
BLIP-2 ViT-G OPT®viser | 3.8B | 5k |101.3(+0.4)
BLIP-2 ViT-G OPT?vispr | 3.8B | 15k | 102.1(+1.1)

Table 8. NoCaps caption performance. Results are reported us-
ing the CIDEr metric, which measures the similarity between gen-
erated captions and ground-truth captions (higher values are bet-
ter). Experiments are conducted on BLIP-2 ViT-G OPT2.75 (des-
ignated as OPT?). Q-former of BLIP-2 is not retrained due to lim-
ited resources. “Iters” refers to the number of iterations updated
during the second stage.

COCO
Rank | Text Retrieval Image Retrieval
R@5 R@5
r=238 87.7 75.1
r=16 87.7 75.1
r =32 87.8 75.0
r =64 87.7 752

Table 9. Ablation analysis of LoRA with varying ranks. Results
are presented for text retrieval (R@5), and image retrieval (R@5).

is able to enhance captioning performance on the unseen
dataset. Results are provided in Table 8.

4.4. Ablation Studies

In the subsequent sections, we examine the critical designs
of our ViSFT in conjunction with EVA-CLIP-E. Unless
explicitly stated, image-text retrieval performance on the
COCO dataset is evaluated.

Effects of LoRA Rank. In the rank configuration for
LoRA, as mentioned before, we employed the default value
of » = 64, which results in comparable parameter sizes
for LoRA and task heads within our experimental setup.
Table 9 demonstrates that LoRA exhibits competitive per-
formance across various rank settings. Consequently, we
maintain the original default configuration, and the addi-
tional costs incurred compared to smaller rank settings are
negligible.

Training Data Size. Table 10 indicates that utilizing the
full training dataset yields slightly more competitive perfor-
mance, suggesting that there may be room for improvement
if we can leverage more data annotated similarly to COCO.
We defer this exploration to future work, as the impact of
training data size is marginal, for instance, increasing the
training data size from 25% to 100% only enhances the per-
formance by 0.1% in the image-text retrieval task.

Training Strategies. In the second stage, there are three
potential strategies for performing vision fine-tuning. The
classic approach involves fine-tuning both the task heads
and the backbone simultaneously. However, as Table 11



COCO
Data Size | Text Retrieval Image Retrieval
R@5 R@5
25% 87.6 75.1
50% 87.6 75.1
100% 87.7 75.2

Table 10. Ablation of training data size on image-text retrieval
tasks: K% indicates the use of K% of the available training data.

COCO
Head LR | Text Retrieval Image Retrieval
R@5 R@5
ViT LRx0 87.7 75.2
ViT LRx0.1 87.6 75.1
ViT LRx1 87.6 75.0

Table 11. Ablation analysis of employing various task head learn-
ing rates in the second training stage: “"ViT LR x0” indicates
freezing the task heads, ”ViT LR x1” denotes simultaneous fine-
tuning of LoRA weights and task heads, and ”ViT LR x0.1” rep-
resents fine-tuning task heads with a learning rate that is 0.1 times
smaller than the learning rate applied to ViT’s LoRA weights.

ImageNet-1K COCO
Setting | Classification | Text Retrieval Image Retrieval
Top-1 R@5 R@5
Default 82.1 87.7 75.2
w/ pose 82.1 87.7 75.1 \L
1/ panoptic 82.1 87.81 75.11
w/o detection 82.0 \L 87.9 T 75.2
w/o segmentation 82.0 \L 87.8 T 75.1 J/
wlo caption 82.04 87.81 75.2

Table 12. Ablation analysis of task type selection. Evaluation fo-
cuses on zero-shot image classification and image-text Retrieval.
Default setting incorporates object detection, instance segmenta-
tion and image captioning. “y,” denotes “with”, “y,” signifies
“without” and ““y panoptic”” Tepresents “instance segmentation is re-
placed by panoptic segmentation”. Arrows are used to represent

the increase or decrease relative to the default setting.

demonstrates, this method yields suboptimal performance.
As previously mentioned, fine-grained information learned
from different annotations can be trapped within the task
heads. Consequently, an alternative solution is to minimize
the learning rate of the task heads, for example, setting it to
1/10 of the backbone’s learning rate. Nonetheless, as ob-
served in Table 11, the performance remains unsatisfactory,
suggesting that fine-grained information is indeed prone to
be trapped in the task heads. Therefore, we propose freez-
ing the task heads, and the results indicate that this strategy
performs better.

Selection of Task Types. In our default configuration,
we adopt object detection, image captioning, and instance

(a) w/o ViSFT

(b) w/ ViSFT

Figure 3. Visualization of [CLS] token’s attention distribution.
Experiments are conducted on the last layer of EVA-ViT-G. At-
tended image patches are highlighted.

segmentation on COCO. To analyze the effects of vari-
ous tasks, we conduct experiments by either adding new
tasks, such as pose estimation, replacing instance segmen-
tation with panoptic segmentation, or independently remov-
ing each task from the joint-training tasks. For pose estima-
tion, we employ the ViTPose task head, which utilizes a vi-
sion transformer as the backbone and requires only a single-
scale input feature. For panoptic segmentation, which com-
bines instance segmentation and semantic segmentation, we
maintain the use of the mask2former head to ensure a fair
comparison.

Table 12 demonstrates that adding a new task, such as
pose estimation, does not yield further performance im-
provements. This is reasonable, as not all images in COCO
contain person instances that would benefit from pose key-
point annotations. A similar phenomenon can be observed
in instruction tuning [72]: not all task clusters benefit the
foundation model, and minimal impact is observed from the
sentiment analysis cluster.

The results for instance segmentation and panoptic seg-
mentation are competitive, as semantic annotations are
more coarse-grained than instance annotations. This indi-
cates that instance annotations possess sufficient granularity
for effectively performing our ViSFT.

Upon removing any of the three tasks, the zero-shot im-
age classification performance deteriorates, despite exhibit-
ing competitive results in text retrieval. This aligns with
observations from instruction tuning [72], emphasizing the
importance of task diversity for executing supervised fine-
tuning. When the number of fine-tuning tasks is limited, the
model’s generative capabilities are also constrained.

4.5. Visualization

To further substantiate the efficacy of our approach, we have
conducted a visualization of ViSFT. The image patches of
EVA-VIT-G are reshaped into a 2D configuration following
the insertion of the [CLS] token, and we visualize the at-
tention distribution of the [CLS] token across these patches.
As depicted in Figure 3, after applying ViSFT, the [CLS]
token not only attends to nearby patches (highlighted at the
top of the images) but also focuses on more distant objects.



This suggests that ViSFT assists vision foundation models
in capturing fine-grained information from image patches.

5. Conclusion

Drawing inspiration from natural language processing, we
explore the potential of fine-grained supervised fine-tuning
(SFT) to enhance the generalization and representation ca-
pabilities of vision foundation models after pretraining. We
propose a two-stage method, termed ”ViSFT,” to effectively
unleash the fine-grained knowledge embedded within these
models. Through our lightweight training process, the per-
formance of vision foundation models exhibits improve-
ments across a wide range of out-of-domain benchmarks in
both visual and vision-linguistic scenarios.
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Supplementary Material

A. ViSFT Procedure

The ViSFT training process can be described in Algorithm 1
and Algorithm 2, which obtain compatible in-domain task
head 7" and learned LoRA weights AW™*, respectively.

Upon acquiring the learned LoRA weights AW™*, evalu-
ations on out-of-domain benchmarks can be outlined in Al-
gorithm 3.

Algorithm 1 Stagel Training

Require: Training dataset D(x,y); Pretrained vision

foundation model M
1: Initialize an in-domain task head 7T,, for n &

{1,..., N} and freeze M

fori=1,2,...do > Can be executed in parallel
Extract feature f = M (x) for input x
Minimize L, (y, T, (f)) on D to obtain T}

end for

Algorithm 2 Stage2 Training

Require: In-domain task head T7;; Pretrained vision foun-
dation model M; Sampling probability a,, n €

{1,...,N}

1: Initialize LoRA weights AW, freeze M and T\, n €
{1,...,N}

2: for:=1,2,...do

3: Select an in-domain task 7’} according to P(a,,)

4: Extract feature f* = M (x; AW) for input x

5: Minimize L, (y, Ty, (f")) on D to obtain AWV*

6: end for

Algorithm 3 Evaluation

Require: Pretrained vision foundation model M ; Learned
LoRA weights AW™*; Out-of-domain benchmark 75;
Evaluation dataset F,(x,y), 0 € {1,...,0}
Initialize results list R,
for x in E,(x) do
Extract feature f* = M (x; AW™) for input x
Predicting R, = [R,, T, (f*)]
end for
Accumulate results: Metric(F,(y), R,) on E,

AN T

B. Licenses of Datasets

ImageNet-1k [11] is subject to the ImageNet terms of use
[99].

ImageNet-A [25] is subject to the ImageNet-A terms of
use [88].

ImageNet-R [24] is subject to the ImageNet-R terms of
use [89].

ImageNet-Sketch [69] is subject to the ImageNet-Sketch
terms of use [90].

EuroSAT [23] is subject to the EuroSAT terms of use [86].

Caltech-101 [16] is subject to the Caltech-101 terms of
use [94].

IC03 [48] is subject to the ICDAR 2003 terms of use [96].
IIIT [50] is subject to the IIITSk-word terms of use [87].
MJSynth [30] is subject to the MJSynth terms of use [97].
SynthText [19]is subject to the SynthText terms of use [98].
MBIT [40] is subject to the M>IT terms of use [91].
COCO [42] is subject to the COCO terms of use [85].
Flickr30K [55] is subject to the Flickr terms of use [95].
VQAV2 [18] is subject to the VQAV2 terms of use [92].
OK-VQA [49] is subject to the OK-VQA terms of use [93].
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