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ABSTRACT
The key of the text-to-video retrieval (TVR) task lies in
learning the unique similarity between each pair of text (con-
sisting of words) and video (consisting of audio and image
frames) representations. However, some problems exist in
the representation alignment of video and text, such as a text,
and further each word, are of different importance for video
frames. Besides, audio usually carries additional or criti-
cal information for TVR in the case that frames carry little
valid information. Therefore, in TVR task, multi-granularity
representation of text, including whole sentence and every
word, and the modal of audio are salutary which are under-
utilized in most existing works. To address this, we propose
a novel multi-granularity feature interaction module called
MGFI, consisting of text-frame and word-frame, for video-
text representations alignment. Moreover, we introduce a
cross-modal feature interaction module of audio and text
called CMFI to solve the problem of insufficient expression
of frames in the video. Experiments on benchmark datasets
such as MSR-VTT, MSVD, DiDeMo show that the proposed
method outperforms the existing state-of-the-art methods.

Index Terms— video retrieval, multi-granularity, cross-
modal, feature interaction

1. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Recently, as video has become the main way for people to
enjoy entertainment and obtain information, the application
of video on the Internet has experienced growth explosively.
Faced with such a huge amount of videos, how to find similar
videos accurately through text is becoming important increas-
ingly, which directly affects the user experience on the video
platform. Text Video Retrieval (TVR) uses text as query and
calculates cosine similarity with video features to get the sim-
ilarity ranking in descending order.

In recent years, language-image pre-trained models have
rapid development, such as ViLBERT[1], UNITER[2], CLIP[3],
ALIGN[4], WenLan[5], HiVLP[6], etc., which effectively
connect the features of text and image, and show strong gen-
eralization and migration capabilities in many downstream
applications. In the field of TVR, many excellent works
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based on pre-trained CLIP have emerged and achieved excel-
lent performance. CLIP4Clip[7] introduces no parameters by
using a mean pooling mechanism on video frames, or intro-
duce more parameters, e.g., the self-attention or transformer,
to solve the text-video retrieval problem; CLIP2Video[8]
proposes two independent modules, multi-modal learning of
image-text and temporal relationships between video frames
and video-text, to solve the multi-modal learning problems in
spatial and temporal aspects respectively; CLIP2TV[9] con-
sists of video-text alignment module and video-text matching
module, which can boost the performance to each other, and
proposes similarity distillation to alleviate the impairment
brought by data noise; CAMoE+DSL[10] proposes a hetero-
geneity of structures called CAMoE to learn how to align
cross-modal information and a novel Dual Softmax Loss
(DSL) to revise the predicted similarity score; X-Pool[11]
designs a text-conditioned video pooling and a cross-modal
attention model to extract important visual cues according to
text.

However, through the observation and analysis of the
datasets, the text and each word have different degrees of
relevance for video frames in some cases, as some words
are completely irrelevant and some words are closely related.
Moreover, audio may have a good correlation to text when
video frames carry little valid information. In this paper, we
propose a new CLIP-based framework to incorporate text,
words and audio into text-video retrieval task. The main
contributions can be summarized as follows:

a) We design a multi-granularity feature interaction mod-
ule(MGFI) based on text-frame and word-frame to generate
an aggregated video representation.

b) We propose a cross-modal feature interaction mod-
ule(CMFI) of text-audio for assisted correction, to enhance
the contrastive learning between representations of video and
text.

c) In-depth and extensive experimental results on multiple
datasets validate the effectiveness of the proposed method by
conducting ablation studies on each module.

2. PROPOSED METHODS

In this section, we will introduce the overall architecture
of our approach and elaborate on the submodules.
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Fig. 1. Framework of our approach which is comprised of two components: MGFI aligns video and text, and CMFI comple-
ments expression of frames information in video.

2.1. Overall Structure Design

The overall architecture shown in Figure 1 has three input
modalities: video frames, video caption and audio. Firstly,
frames and text are encoded by pre-trained CLIP encoders and
audio is encoded by PANN encoder which is pre-trained in a
large-scale audio dataset. In this step, frame embedding, cap-
tion embedding including embedding of words and sentence,
and audio embedding are obtained. Then, MGFI is performed
on frame embedding, word embedding, and sentence embed-
ding to calculate a video-text similarity matrix. Simultane-
ously, the audio-text similarity matrix is acquired by interact-
ing with the sentence embedding and the audio embedding
in CMFI module. Finally, the similarity matrices of video-
text and audio-text are fused to perform contrastive learning
between representations of video and text.

2.2. Multi-Granularity Feature Interaction

This module is based on two fundamental observations.
On the one hand, the content of video is much richer than
text. The existing methods, averagely pooling the features of
all frames in the video, will result in a huge sacrifice in per-
formance. On the other hand, the importance of each word in
the text for video retrieval is different. Likewise, if sentence
feature is used to represent the entire text, the features of key-
words may be overwhelmed by features of other words that
are not semantically informative.

Based on these observations above, we propose the MGFI
method for text-video retrieval, which combines frame-text
and frame-word interaction. In the frame-text cross-modal in-
teraction, different from the average pooling to obtain video
representations adopted in existing methods, we obtain the
video representation in a text-conditioned manner. Specifi-

cally, given a text representation, we obtain the importance
of each frame in the video relative to the text representation
through a cross-modal attention mechanism. Therefore, the
video representation is obtained by weighted summation of
features of all frames, where frames with higher semantic
similarity to the text are more important to generate video
representation. This process can be formally expressed as fol-
lows:

q = LN(xt)Wq, k = LN(xv)Wk, v = LN(xv)Wv, (1)

z = σ(qk⊤/
√
C)vWo, (2)

o1 = z + FF (LN(z)), (3)

where xt ∈ RC , xv ∈ RN×C denotes the representation of
the text and video, C denotes the dimension and N denotes
the number of frames in the video. LN denotes layer normal-
ization. FF denotes the feed-forward layer which is com-
posed of two linear layers between which is a nonlinear ac-
tivation layer. Wq,Wk,Wv,Wo ∈ RC×C denote the projec-
tion matrices. z, q ∈ RC , k, v ∈ RN×C denote the embed-
ding output, query, key, value repectively. σ(.) is the softmax
function. o1 ∈ RC denotes the video representation corre-
sponding to xt.

For more fine-grained interactions, we further extend the
frame-text interaction to frame-word interaction. Specifically,
for each word in the text, a word-conditioned video represen-
tation is obtained in the similar manner of frame-text. Then
we perform weighted fusion of these video representations to
obtain a video representation relative to the entire text. For
the video representation corresponding to each word, we take
the maximum similarity between the word and each frame in
the video as the measure of its weight:

q̃ = LN(xw)Wq, (4)



a = q̃k⊤, (5)

z̃ = σ(a/
√
C)vWo, (6)

õ = σ(max(a))z̃, (7)

o2 = õ+ FF (LN(õ)), (8)

where xw ∈ RN ′×C denotes the representation of the text
at a word-granularity level, N ′ denotes the number of words
in the text. q̃ ∈ RN ′×C denotes the embedding query. a ∈
RN ′×N denotes the similarity between each word and each
frame. z̃ ∈ RN ′×C denotes embedding output corresponding
to each word in the text. õ ∈ RC denotes the embedding
output after weighted fusion. o2 ∈ RC denotes the video
representation after word-frame fine-grained interactions.

Finally, o1 and o2 obtained by the two interactions are av-
eraged to get the video representation o ∈ RC and the video-
text similarity matrix s(v, t) is calculated as follow:

o = (o1 + o2)/2, (9)

s(v, t) =
o · xt

∥o∥∥xt∥
, (10)

2.3. Cross-Modal Feature Interaction

Since audio plays an important role in the representation
of most videos, especially when little valid information exists
in frames, it is unreasonable to ignore the audio in text-video
retrieval task. To fully utilize audio information, we introduce
the CMFI module to improve the precision of text-video re-
trieval. Several feature interaction methods are implemented
and verified, like fusion of the audio and video frames features
through self-attention before modal interaction with text. By
analyzing this result, we find that there is a lot of noise in au-
dio and frames, and directly applying interaction in audio and
video frames brings more distractions to video representation
and leads to performance degradation. In contrast to video
frames, text carries less but more explicit information, which
is favorable for network to make use of valid feature of audio.

Considering the analysis above, in CMFI module, the
audio-text similarity matrix is obtained through a product
operation between the audio and text embeddings. We define
our audio-text similarity function s(a, t) as as below:

s(a, t) =
L(LN(xa)) · xt

∥L(LN(xa))∥∥xt∥
, (11)

where xa, xt ∈ RC denotes the representation of audio
and text, C denotes the dimension. LN denotes layer nor-
malization. L denotes a linear layer.

2.4. Loss Function

The Network is trained with InfoNCE[12] loss which
is widely used in the field of contrastive learning. Given a

batch of B, video-text pairs generate B × B similarity matrix,
which can be optimized in the form of cross-entropy.

Lv2t = − 1

B

B∑
i

log(
exp(s(vi, ti) + s(ai, t̃i))∑B
j=1 exp(s(vi, tj) + s(ai, t̃j)

) (12)

Lt2v = − 1

B

B∑
i

log(
exp(s(vi, ti) + s(ai, t̃i))∑B
j=1 exp(s(vj , ti) + s(aj , t̃i)

) (13)

L = Lt2v + Lv2t (14)

s denotes the inner product of two embedding. vi, ti represent
the video and text representations after cross-modal interac-
tion, respectively. ai represents the audio encoding result. t̃i
denotes the original text embedding. The loss L is the sum of
video-to-text loss Lv2t and text-to-video loss Lt2v.

3. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

To validate the effectiveness of each module we pro-
posed, we first conduct detailed ablation experiments on the
MSR-VTT dataset[13], and then comprehensive experiments
are conducted on the MSVD[14], MSR-VTT, DiDeMo[15]
datasets, respectively.

3.1. Datasets And Metrics

MSR-VTT consists of 10000 videos, each 10 to 32s in
length and 20 items in cation. The training set is divided into
7K and 9K groups. The training set is one video correspond-
ing to multiple captions, and the test set is one video corre-
sponding to one caption. To validate our model, we use 9K as
the training set and 1K as the test set for testing respectively.

MSVD is composed of 1970 videos with a split of 1200,
100, and 670 as the train, validation, and test set, respec-
tively. Each video is paired with approximately 40 captions
and ranges from 1 to 62 seconds.

DiDeMo contains 10,000 videos with 40,000 sentences.
All captions are concatenated into a single query for text-
video retrieval.

Evaluation Metric: We follow the standard retrieval
task[3] and adopt Recall at rank K (R@K), median rank
(MdR) and mean rank (MnR) as metrics. Higher R@K and
lower MdR or MnR indicate better performance.

3.2. Implementation Details

The video encoder and text encoder are both initialized
by CLIP(ViT-B/32), and the audio encoder is initialized by
PANN. All embedding dimensions are set to 512, including
frame, text and audio. We set our batch size to 32 for all
experiments and optimize the model for 5 epochs by using
AdamW. The learning rate for visual encoder and text encoder
is 1e-6. As for audio encoder, we set a slightly larger learning
rate to 5e-5. For the MSR-VTT and MSVD datasets, we sam-
ple 12 frames for each video and 30 frames for the DiDeMo



dataset following previous works. We first train the network
for video frames and text modal interaction. Then fix the net-
work weights, and finetune the weights of the audio network.

3.3. Ablation Study

We conduct detailed evaluation experiments for the
MGFI, consisting of s-f and w-f, and CMFI, consisting of
a-s, on the MSR-VTT-9K dataset. The results of the ablation
experiments are shown in Table 1. The t2v means retrieving
video by text.

base s-f w-f a-s R@1 R@5 R@10
! 43.1 70.4 80.8
! ! 46.8 72.2 82.8
! ! 46.7 72.3 83.0
! ! ! 47.1 72.8 82.6
! ! ! 46.9 74.0 83.2
! ! ! 48.2 73.0 82.2
! ! ! ! 48.4 73.1 83.6

Table 1. ablation study of t2v result on feature interaction

In Table 1, the base model is CLIP4Clip without modal
interaction, s-f, w-f and a-s means that feature interaction be-
tween sentences and frames, words and frames, audio and
sentences respectively. It can be observed that s-f module,
w-f module, and a-f module bring about the absolute im-
provement of 3.7%, 3.6%, 1.4% in R@1. Through in-depth
analysis, s-f module can strengthen the matching degree be-
tween each sentence and the key frame, w-f module further
strengthens the matching of detail granularity, and a-s mod-
ule supplies the missing information in the matching process
between frames and texts, so that the index of retrieval can be
improved. We conducted the permutation and combination
experiments between each two modules at the same time. It
can be observed that the improvement of indicators brought
by each module is not mutually exclusive, but complements
each other. Finally, by combining s-f, w-f, and a-s, an R@1 of
48.4 was obtained, and the index increased by 5.3%, reaching
the state-of-the-art level.

3.4. Comparison With State-of-the-arts

In this section, we compare the results of proposed
method with some state-of-the-art methods on MSVD, MSR-
VTT, and DiDeMo datasets. All of these methods are based
on the CLIP pre-trained model as the backbone, and the
image encoder is ViT-B/32.

It can be seen in Table 2 that our method outperforms
other methods on the MSR-VTT-9K dataset. It surpassed
CLIP4Clip by 12.2% on the relative value indicator of R@1,
reaching the current state-of-the-art.

Methods R@1 R@5 R@10 MdR MnR
CLIP[3] 31.2 53.7 64.2 4.0 -

CLIP4Clip[7] 43.1 70.4 80.8 2.0 16.2
CLIP2Video[8] 45.6 72.6 81.7 2.0 14.6

CLIP2TV+SD[9] 46.1 72.5 82.9 2.0 15.2
CAMoE+DSL[10] 47.3 74.2 84.5 2.0 11.9

X-Pool[11] 47.2 72.8 82.6 2.0 13.8
Ours 48.4 73.1 83.6 2.0 13.3

Table 2. t2v results on the MSR-VTT-9K dataset

Methods R@1 R@5 R@10 MdR MnR
CLIP[3] 37.0 64.1 73.8 3.0 -

CLIP4Clip[7] 46.2 76.1 84.6 2.0 10.0
CLIP2Video[8] 47.0 76.8 85.9 2.0 9.6

CLIP2TV+SD[9] 47.0 76.5 85.1 2.0 10.1
CAMoE+DSL[10] 49.8 79.2 87.0 2.0 9.4

X-Pool[11] 47.2 77.4 86.0 2.0 9.3
Ours 53.5 81.0 88.2 1.0 7.7

Table 3. t2v results on the MSVD dataset

On the other two datasets, MSVD and DiDeMo, it also
reaches state-of-the-art level, shown in Table 3 4. The pro-
posed method improves the relative value of CLIP4Clip R@1
by 15.8% on the MSVD and achieves remarkable perfor-
mance 46.1% R@1 with a relative performance improvement
of 5.2% compared to CLIP4Clip for t2v on DiDeMo.

Methods R@1 R@5 R@10 MdR MnR
ClipBERT[16] 20.4 48.0 60.8 6.0 -
CLIP4Clip[7] 43.4 70.2 80.6 2.0 17.5

CLIP2TV+SD[9] 45.5 69.7 80.6 2.0 17.1
CAMoE+DSL[10] 43.8 71.4 - - -

Ours 46.1 73.0 82.6 2.0 13.7

Table 4. t2v results on the DiDeMo dataset

4. CONCLUSION

To solve the problem that the alignment of video frames
and words is neglected and audio information of video is not
fully utilized, we design a MGFI module based on text-frame
and word-frame to generate an aggregated video representa-
tion, and propose a CMFI module of text-audio to enhance
the contrastive learning between representations of video and
text. Experimental results show that using the cooperative
relationship among sentence-frame, word-frame, and audio-
sentence multiple modalities in TVR is actually meaningful
and can greatly improve information utilization and retrieval
accuracy.
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