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Abstract

The advent of multimodal learning has brought a sig-
nificant improvement in document AI. Documents are now
treated as multimodal entities, incorporating both textual
and visual information for downstream analysis. How-
ever, works in this space are often focused on the tex-
tual aspect, using the visual space as auxiliary informa-
tion. While some works have explored pure vision based
techniques for document image understanding, they require
OCR identified text as input during inference, or do not
align with text in their learning procedure. Therefore, we
present a novel image-text alignment technique specially
designed for leveraging the textual information in docu-
ment images to improve performance on visual tasks. Our
document encoder model DOPTA - trained with this tech-
nique demonstrates strong performance on a wide range
of document image understanding tasks, without requir-
ing OCR during inference. Combined with an auxiliary
reconstruction objective, DOPTA consistently outperforms
larger models, while using significantly lesser pre-training
compute. DOPTA also sets new state-of-the art results on
D4LA, and FUNSD, two challenging document visual anal-
ysis benchmarks

1. Introduction

Document images are a rich source of information in the
modern age. Compared to natural images, document im-
ages often have a complex structure composed of high-
frequency details like text, tables, figures, charts, etc. In
addition, a document usually includes rich textual informa-
tion and can be of various types (scientific paper, form, re-
sume, etc.), each with its unique combinations of elements
and layouts. This makes Visual Document Understanding
(VDU) an important, and challenging task. VDU encom-
passes a wide variety of tasks, including but not limited to
classification [13], layout analysis [10, 18, 26, 32, 51], in-
formation extraction [31, 38], and question answering [28,

*Equal contribution. Correspondence to nikithasr@adobe.com.

29]. Each of these tasks requires inspection of the docu-
ment image at multiple levels of granularity. Additionally,
the rich semantic structure of a document cannot be mod-
eled by text or vision alone. The layout of text and different
objects in the document, the appearance of text in different
sections (font, color, size), and visual elements such as fig-
ures, tables, etc. make holistic document understanding a
complex and involved task. As such, this necessitates the
careful design of special architectures and objectives for ef-
fective learning, departing from the general natural image
representation learning methods.

The aforementioned reasons highlight the necessity of
multimodal modeling for effective document understand-
ing. Currently, transformer architecture has evolved as a
ubiquitous framework capable of modeling multiple modal-
ities and has naturally been applied to VDU as well. Most
works [1, 17, 41, 46, 47] use a unified transformer approach,
wherein image, text, and layout information are processed
by a single multi-modal transformer, which is pre-trained
with a variety of objectives. The unified transformer based
methods focus more on textual information, and treat visual
information as secondary. They require extraction of text
from a document image using standard OCR techniques,
which is later modeled by the unified transformer for down-
stream tasks. This 2-stage paradigm has two key issues -
inflexibility of the OCR pipelines, and error propagation
from OCR extraction to downstream tasks. Methods such as
Donut [22] instead model both OCR extraction and subse-
quent understanding of the document in a single end-to-end
approach using an encoder-decoder transformer model.

Although these approaches achieve strong performance
on semantic tasks such as document question answer-
ing [28] and information extraction [38], they fall behind
on visual tasks such as document layout analysis, as their
primary focus is on modeling the textual features. In this
field, state-of-the-art results have been achieved by DiT [23]
and VGT [10]. DiT approaches document image under-
standing in a self-supervised fashion, wherein masked im-
age patches are reconstructed through a ViT encoder, and
matched to the tokens from a pre-trained dVAE. VGT builds
upon this, adding a Grid Transformer (GiT) to infuse lay-
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out information into the image representations. While these
methods achieve strong results, we argue that the seman-
tic information from text in the image can be a strong fac-
tor to improve the layout understanding. Inspired by the
power of contrastive language-image training in represen-
tation learning [34] and fine-grained image-text alignment
techniques like FILIP [48], we specially design a patch-text
alignment loss for documents, using IoU to guide the model
to learn effective representations that are semantically and
structurally rich. Our key contributions can be summarized
as follows:
• We introduce a novel patch-text alignment objective

guided by the IoU between text bounding boxes and
image regions specially designed for document images,
which effectively leverages the textual information in im-
ages to improve VDU. This objective bridges the gap be-
tween existing text-centric and vision-centric objectives,
effectively leveraging both textual and visual data.

• We further build upon this, and propose DOPTA, a strong
document image encoder trained on our objective in con-
junction with existing self-supervised learning objectives
for images.

• We rigorously evaluate DOPTA on a variety of document
understanding tasks to prove the efficacy of the learned
representations in downstream tasks. DOPTA is able to
achieve strong performance across our evaluation bench-
marks, while requiring less pre-training steps than the ex-
isting state-of-the-art.

2. Related Work
Self-Supervised Image Representation Learning.
Learning effective visual representations without human
supervision is crucial for leveraging the large amounts
of unlabelled image data available on the web, and has
emerged as a powerful pre-training paradigm for strong
vision backbones without the need for large-scale labeled
datasets like ImageNet [35]. MoCO [14], SimCLR [7, 8],
and their variants propose contrastive learning for learning
effective representations by reducing the distance between
representations of different augmented views of the same
image and increasing the distance between representations
of augmented views from different images. BYOL [12]
removes the need for large in-batch negatives and image
augmentations by bootstrapping the outputs of a network to
serve as targets for an enhanced representation. The emer-
gence of Vision Transformers [11] which split the image
into small patches to input to a bi-directional transformer
encoder has inspired a slew of new learning methods.
MAE [15] and BEIT [2] learn visual representations by
reconstructing masked image patches. Finally, methods
such as DINO [5] and DINOv2 [30] align image crops with
their global representations, using a distillation approach to
achieve more fine-grained image representations.

Vision-Language Pre-training. Works such as CLIP [34],
ALIGN [21], and more recently SigLIP [50] show the
effectiveness of using language to learn visual represen-
tations, with the help of large scale image-text datasets
such as YFCC100M [42], JFT-300M [40], CC12M [6],
LAION [36]. The core technique of these models lies in
the global contrastive alignment of the images and texts
through a dual-stream model, with a vision encoder, and
a text encoder. While these approaches enable strong
zero-shot and few-shot performance, they lack fine-grained
representations, because of the global alignment objec-
tive that they use. Fine-grained representations through
vision-language alignment has been explored in FILIP [48],
SPARC [3], GLIP [24], UNITER [9] and VL-BERT [39].
These works use deep cross-modal fusion to align text to
local image regions, show improved performance on tasks
like object detection and are the closest to our proposed ap-
proach. Global image-text alignment is not well applicable
to the document image setting, as short language captions
fail to capture the complexity and details of dense, text-rich
documents. Additionally, fine-grained representations are
of utmost significance in document understanding tasks,
where most details are small and cannot be detected by
global alignment, which is what we explore in this work.

Document Image Understanding. Visual document
understanding(VDU) requires careful design of the objec-
tives, owing to the unique structure of these images. The
majority of approaches in this field can be categorized into
two sub-categories based on the use/non-use of OCR as
an input. i) OCR-Based methods include BiVLDoc [27],
LayoutLM [17, 46, 47], DocFormer [1], BROS [16],
VL-BERT [39], UDOP [41], VGT [10], TILT [33], and
UDOC. These works utilize off-the-shelf OCR methods to
parse the text and bounding boxes from a document image.
The textual and image features are later combined through
early or late fusion, using a joint transformer encoder to
produce the final representations. Different variants of
objectives such as masked image modeling (MIM), masked
language modeling (MLM), and image-language alignment
are proposed in these papers. However, these works require
OCR as an input during inference. ii) OCR-Free methods
such as Donut [22], DiT [23], and StructTextv2 [49] instead
aim to learn visual features in the absence of OCR as an
input during inference, though it may be utilized as a target
during pre-training. Donut uses a transformer encoder-
decoder architecture with OCR parsing as its pre-training
task. On the other hand, DiT learns image features in
the absence of any OCR ground truth, by aligning image
patches with learned tokens from a discrete VAE tokenizer.
StructTextv2 uses a dual objective of image reconstruction
and text prediction of masked-out regions. Our work falls
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Figure 1. Pre-training of DOPTA. Only the image encoder is required for downstream usage. Refer section Sec. 3 for details.

into the second category.

3. Methodology
We now present DOPTA, a novel pre-training method for
learning document image representations with strong se-
mantic and structural understanding. The key compo-
nent of DOPTA is the introduction of a novel fine-grained
image-text contrastive alignment objective for document
images. This loss imbibes textual-semantic information
into the image representations, leading to better struc-
tural understanding through the semantics. Despite the
strong performance demonstrated by this loss, as shown in
Sec. 5, DOPTA also includes an image reconstruction loss
to incorporate additional structural information. We begin
with a description of our model architecture in Sec. 3.1, and
introduce the individual image-text contrastive and image
reconstruction losses in Sec. 3.2 and Sec. 3.3 respectively.
Refer to Figure 1 for an overview of our model.

3.1. Model architecture
The pre-training stage of DOPTA consists of three com-
ponents - i) DOPTA Encoder, ii) Text Encoder, iii) Image
Decoder. The latter two components are only required
during pre-training, and only the DOPTA encoder is
used for downstream evaluations. Figure 1 shows the
main architectural components of our pre-training. We
present qualitative examples of the effect of our patch-text
alignment loss in Fig. 2.

Image Encoder. The DOPTA encoder (EI ) follows
is a Vision Transformer [11]. We reshape an image
x ∈ RH×W×C into a sequence of flattened 2D patches
xp ∈ RN×(P 2·C), where (H,W ) is the resolution of the

original image, C is the number of channels, (P, P ) is
the resolution of each image patch, and LI = HW/P 2 is
the resulting number of patches. We randomly mask out
a fraction M of the patches by replacing them a learned
[MASK] embedding, which are later reconstructed by the
image decoder. Learned positional embeddings are added
to each patch before passing as input to the transformer.
The per-patch embeddings are aligned with both textual
and visual information to ensure a rich representation.

Text Encoder. The text encoder (ET ) is a transformer
model. We extract the text with corresponding bounding
boxes from each document image using an off-the-shelf
OCR engine. The entire set of texts is concatenated in
reading order and tokenized as a single string. We truncate
the tokenized string at a maximum sequence length of LT

tokens and add learned positional embeddings before pass-
ing through the text encoder model. We use the per-token
embeddings at the output layer for aligning vision features.

Image Decoder. Following MAE [15], we model the
image decoder (DI ) as a shallow 2 layer transformer model
which maps the latent representations back to pixels. The
last layer of the decoder is a linear projection with the
number of output channels being equal to the number of
pixel values in a patch. The input to the decoder is the full
set of patches encoded by the image encoder (including
both masked and unmasked patches). The decoder learns
to reconstruct the pixels of the masked regions using the
embeddings of the surrounding patches as context.
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3.2. Fine-Grained Image-Text Alignment
Contrastive image-text learning [21, 34] is a powerful
paradigm for learning cross-modal representations that can
be decoupled for downstream uses. Models following this
paradigm train unimodal dual encoders with images and a
global description of the image in the form of text captions.
Though this can be naturally extended to text-rich docu-
ments, modeling large-scale document images with global
contrastive learning is sub-optimal. The positional layout
of text in documents is of great importance. Hence, we pro-
pose a novel patch-text alignment objective for document
image pre-training. We extend fine-grained contrastive ap-
proaches like [25, 48] and specially design our loss to suit
the document domain. In particular, our patch-text align-
ment technique leverages the exact position of text present
in documents, using an IoU guided loss to achieve a high
degree of understanding.

The DOPTA encoder (EI ) produces a set of patch level
embeddings {XI

i }Ni=1 for the N = HW/P 2 patches of the
image. The tokenized OCR text of the image is encoded in
the reading order through the text encoder (ET ) to generate
a set of {XT

i }Di=1 text encodings where D is the predefined
context length of the text encoder. We define a per image
TextToPatch matching loss which is an asymmetric cross-
entropy loss between each text token and the set of all image
patches. The TextToPatch contrastive loss Li for a text token
XT

i is given by,

Li(X
T
i , {XI

j }Nj=1) = −
N∑
j=1

Y(Ti, Ij) log
exp(λ · si,j)∑N
k=1 exp(λ · si,k)

(1)
where λ is a learnt scaling factor and si,j := XT

i ·XI
j is the

dot product similarity between the ith text embedding and
jth image patch embedding. The ground truth probability
Y(Ti, Ij) for a text token Ti and an image patch Ij is:

Y(Ti, Ij) =
|bbox(Ij) ∩ bbox(Ti)|

|bbox(Ti)|
(2)

where bbox(.) is the bounding box of the enclosed entity.
In simple terms, we enforce the probability distribution of
the similarity between text embedding and the image em-
beddings to match (directly correlate to) the distribution of
text area across image patches. A pictorial representation
of the ground truth generation is also shown in Figure 1.
The overall TextToPatch contrastive loss LTP is obtained
by averaging across the text token losses.

LTP =
1

D

∑
Li (3)

This smoothened contrastive loss infuses strong textual and
text-structure information into the visual representations.

Figure 2. Heatmap visualisation of the normalised dot product
similarity of image region embeddings with the text embedding for
the token ‘phosphine’ taken from DOPTA-HR model. Additional
qualitative results are presented in Appendix B.

3.3. Image Reconstruction Loss

While the TextToPatch contrastive loss takes care of the tex-
tual portions of the image, documents also constitute other
visual components like graphs or diagrams which do not
contain text. To learn their representations in a better fash-
ion an image reconstruction loss following MAE [15] is
also included. A certain fraction M of the image patches
are replaced with a learned [MASK] token while being
passed through the DOPTA encoder. Since a large frac-
tion of the images are white space, these patches are never
masked, so as to make the reconstructions non-trivial. The
patch embeddings {XI

i }Ni=1 obtained from the DOPTA en-
coder are combined with learnable positional embeddings
and passed through the image decoder. Each output em-
bedding {DI

i }Ni=1 is a vector of the linearised pixel values
of the patch. The masked patch embeddings are reshaped
to create a reconstructed image patch. The Reconstruction
loss LR calculates the mean squared error (MSE) between
the reconstructed patch and the original patch in normalized
pixel space. The combined loss computed for each image is
then given by,

L = LTP + λLR (4)

where λ assumes values from {0, 1} depending on the usage
of the reconstruction loss.
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Figure 3. Results of DOPTA and existing SOTA document en-
coder models. DOPTA outperforms other methods on multiple
benchmarks, despite having less parameters, and a significantly
shorter pre-training schedule. Refer to Sec. 4 for more details of
individual benchmarks

4. Experiments
Next, we present experimental results to show the effective-
ness of image features produced by DOPTA on a variety
of document tasks, including document image classification
(Sec. 4.2), document layout analysis (Sec. 4.3), and text de-
tection (Sec. 4.4). We evaluate both variants of our model
(224 and 512 resolution), and achieve state-of-the-art re-
sults in multiple tasks, outperforming larger models, while
adopting a significantly shorter pre-training schedule.

4.1. Implementation and Pre-Training
We pretrain DOPTA on the IIT-CDIP [37] dataset. This
dataset contains 42M pages of black-and-white document
images containing rich text. We extract word-level OCR
text and their bounding boxes using EasyOCR [19] pipeline
and use random cropping as the image augmentation.
Though we carefully ensure the quality of the extracted
OCR through filtering, some errors in extracted OCR do
persist. In Appendix A, we explore the use of a PDF dataset
which circumvents this issue. However, we choose the
CDIP dataset for pre-training due to its larger scale, and
to maintain parity with the baselines, which pretrain on the
same dataset. An important point to note is that our method
does not require any OCR input during inference.

We use a mix of padded (aspect ratio preserving) and
square-cropped images during training to ensure good
downstream performance in all settings. We follow the ar-
chitectural choices of ’CLIP-ViT-B/16’, with our DOPTA
encoder and text encoder being 12-layer transformers with
8 attention heads. The hidden (intermediate) sizes are 768
(3072) for the DOPTA encoder and 512 (2048) for the text
encoder. Both models are initialized using the ’CLIP-ViT-
B/16’ weights. The context length of the text encoder is set
to 512 by linear interpolating the learnt CLIP positional em-
beddings. As discussed in Sec. 3.1, we adopt a lightweight

2-layer transformer image decoder each with 8 attention
heads. We train at 224 × 224 resolution, and refer to this
model as DOPTA for the remainder of this paper. We
also train a high-resolution variant with image resolution
512 × 512. Going forward, we refer to the high-resolution
model as DOPTA-HR. Both models use a patch size of
16, a global batch size of 2048, dropout of 0.1, and learn-
ing rate of 1e− 3. The masking ratio M for reconstruction
is set to 0.6. We train DOPTA and DOPTA-HR for 15
epochs (≈250k steps). This is a significantly shorter pre-
training schedule compared to other works like DiT [23],
LayoutLMv3 [17], and VGT [10], which are pretrained for
500k steps or more.

4.2. Document Image Classification
We use the RVL-CDIP benchmark to evaluate the classi-
fication performance of DOPTA. The benchmark consists
of 400K document images split into 320K train, 40K val-
idation and 40K test images. It consists of 16 different
classes like advertisement, email, form, scientific publica-
tion, etc. To perform classification, we obtain a single rep-
resentation embedding per image by average pooling the
patch-wise embeddings and directly applying a linear clas-
sification head on top. We evaluate both versions of our
DOPTA encoder by finetuning for 100 epochs on the train-
ing set as done in DiT [23]. We use AdamW optimiser with
a learning rate of 1e − 3, a global batch size of 1024 and
perform gradient clipping with a value of 0.1.
Baselines and Results. We compare and report results of
classification accuracy on the test set in Table 1. We con-
sider two categories of methods - i) OCR-based methods
which rely on the OCR-identified text in the image as in-
put, and ii) OCR-Free methods which treat document image
classification purely in the image domain. All results are
taken from the DiT[23], except Donut which we finetune
ourselves. Donut [22] utilizes an encoder-decoder architec-
ture for end-to-end OCR extraction. To test the performance
of Donut in the image domain, we utilize the image encoder
alone and evaluate it using the aforementioned setup. While
the OCR-based methods achieve the highest performance in
this category, we find that both DOPTA and DOPTA-HR
outperform all OCR-free methods with similar input reso-
lutions. It is notable that DOPTA outperforms even the
DiT-L model, despite having < 1/3rd the parameters, and a
much shorter pre-training schedule (250k steps in our case
as compared to 500k steps for DiT-L).

4.3. Document Layout Analysis
Document layout analysis (DLA) involves the detection of
layouts of unstructured digital documents. This task helps
identify elements such as tables, figures, and other differ-
ent types of textual layout elements like date, figure name,
etc. This task is crucial as it helps parse the documents
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Model Resolution Accuracy #Param

Text-Based Methods
BERT - 89.81 110M
LayoutLMv3 [17] - 95.44 133M
DocFormer - 96.17 183M

Image Encoders
DeiT-B [43] 224 90.32 87M
BEiT-B [2] 224 91.09 87M
MAE-B [15] 224 91.42 87M
DiT-B [23] 224 92.11 87M
DiT-L [23] 224 92.69 304M
DOPTA 224 92.96 85M

High-Res Image Encoders
Donut-Encoder [22] 512 93.37 71M
StructTexTv2-Small [49] 960 93.4 28M
DOPTA-HR 512 94.07 85M

Table 1. Classification Accuracy on RVL-CDIP Test set. Higher
is better. Best result in each category is indicated in bold

for numerous downstream applications. We model DLA as
an object detection problem, detecting elements of various
classes with bounding boxes, using two popular document
layout analysis datasets, PubLayNet [51] and D4LA [10] to
evaluate performance on this task.

For object detection, we use a Cascade R-CNN [4] as
the detection pipeline on top of the backbone models, us-
ing the Detectron2 [44] library to evaluate our models. We
use the same FPN and data processing setup as DiT [23]
and VGT [10], with resolution modifying modules at four
different transformer blocks (3, 5, 7 and 11) to adapt the
single-scale ViT to the multi-scale FPN. Let d be the to-
tal number of blocks, the d/3rd block is upsampled by 4×
using a module with 2 stride-two 2 × 2 transposed convo-
lution. For the output of the d/2

th block, we use a single
stride-two 2×2 transposed convolution to upsample by 2×.
The output of the 2d/3th block is utilized without additional
operations. Finally, the output of dth block is downsampled
by 2× with stride-two 2 × 2 max pooling. All images are
cropped with probability 0.5 to a random rectangular patch
which is then resized again such that the shortest side is at
least 480 and at most 800 pixels while the longest is at most
1, 333 pixels.

4.3.1. PubLayNet
PubLayNet [51] is a large dataset of 360K images for doc-
ument layout analysis, created from over one million scien-
tific articles in PubMed Central. It includes labeled images
with five layout regions: text, title, list, figure, and table.
We finetune both versions of our model on the training split
(335, 703) and evaluate on the validation split (11, 245).

We follow the setting of DiT [23] and train for 60K steps
with a batch size of 16 and a learning rate of 4e− 4.
Baselines and Results. We report the category-wise and
overall mean average precision mAP@IoU[0.50 : 0.95]
of bounding boxes in Table 2. We compare with vision-
only input models such as DiT and Donut, as well as vi-
sion+OCR input models like VGT, LayoutLMv3. DOPTA-
HR achieves 94.9 which is on-par with DiT-L despite be-
ing less than 1/3

rd in model size. DOPTA beats DiT-B
(94.5 → 94.6) with less than 1/2 of the pre-training steps.
Our method also remains competitive with VGT despite not
requiring OCR during inference, lower model size (85M
as compared to 174M in VGT) and lower resolution pre-
training (512 as compared to 768 in VGT).

4.3.2. D4LA
This dataset was introduced by VGT [10], containing
around 12K images with rich layouts that are manually an-
notated. It contains a lot more fine-grained classes than
PubLayNet with a wider variation in the object sizes as
well as objects that are distinguishable by the text present in
them. The list of classes is available in Table 3. This makes
it a more semantically challenging benchmark for document
layout analysis. We use the same FPN and pre-processing
setup as mentioned previously, and finetune all models for
60K steps with a batch size of 12 and learning rate of 2e−4
with a warmup of 100 steps.
Baselines and Results. We report the category-wise and
overall mean average precision mAP@IoU[0.50 : 0.95]
of bounding boxes in Table 3. We compare against DiT
and VGT, the current state-of-the-art baselines. Both base-
lines were fine-tuned with the same setup and hyperpa-
rameters as our method. DOPTA-HR sets a new SOTA
(69.2 → 69.7) on this benchmark, despite having less than
half the parameters (85M vs 174M) and pre-training at a
lower resolution (512 vs. 768) compared to VGT. In par-
ticular, DOPTA shows a marked improvement in object
categories such as DocTitle, Question, ParaTitle, Region-
Title, RegionKV, Date, Author, and PageNumber. These are
highly fine-grained categories, where semantic understand-
ing of the text is crucial, highlighting the efficacy of the
proposed patch-text alignment loss. We do notice a tangible
performance dip (> 1%) in classes such as Equation, Re-
gionList, LetterDear and LetterHead. These objects while
holding individual semantic meanings could also be consid-
ered as subclasses of paragraph or list items, which might
be a reason for their improper classification. Objects like
equation indicate that sufficient OCR text diversity could
be missing in pre-training. We present and study qualitative
examples of such failure cases in Appendix C.

4.4. Text Detection
We test the word-level text detection capability
of DOPTA encoder using the FUNSD [20] dataset. It
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Model Parameters Text Title List Table Figure Overall

ResNeXt [45] - 91.6 84.5 91.8 97.1 95.2 92.0
DeiT-B [43] - 93.4 87.4 92.1 97.2 95.7 93.2
BEiT-B [2] - 93.4 86.6 92.4 97.3 95.7 93.1
MAE-B [15] - 93.3 86.5 91.8 97.3 95.9 93.0
Donut-Encoder [22] 72M 93.9 87.5 95.2 97.6 96.9 94.2
DiT-B [23] 87M 94.4 88.9 94.8 97.6 96.9 94.5
DiT-L [23] 304M 94.4 89.3 96.0 97.8 97.2 94.9
VGT∗ [10] 174M 94.8 92.8 95.3 97.7 96.7 95.5
LayoutLMv3-Base∗† [17] 133M 94.5 90.6 95.5 97.9 97.0 95.1
StructTextv2-Large∗† [49] 238M - - - - - 95.5

DOPTA 85M 94.4 89.3 94.8 97.7 96.8 94.6
DOPTA-HR 85M 94.4 89.5 95.7 97.7 97 94.9

Table 2. Document Layout Analysis mAP @ IOU [0.50:0.95] on PubLayNet validation set. Best overall result in bold. †StructTextv2 and
LayoutLMv3 adopt longer finetuning schedules on PublayNet compared to the remaining baselines (≈ 6x and ≈ 2x respectively). ∗ Uses
OCR as input during inference.

Model DocTitle ListText LetterHead Question RegionList TableName FigureName

DiT-B [23] 70.83 69.52 82.71 74.09 78.8 65.29 55.04
VGT∗ [10] 69.89 68.28 83.0 72.53 81.21 65.61 54.85
DOPTA 72.32 69.07 82.36 75.57 79.24 64.08 52.72
DOPTA-HR 73.11 72.46 82.07 77.42 79.32 67.08 56.86

Model Footer Number ParaTitle RegionTitle LetterDear OtherText Abstract

DiT-B 77.87 83.86 61.12 65.05 73.33 58.28 70.56
VGT∗ 79.0 82.71 61.11 64.39 75.08 57.97 74.9
DOPTA 79.78 82.61 60.83 66.1 74.22 59.65 70.89
DOPTA-HR 77.88 83.15 64.07 65.17 72.7 61.25 78.25

Model Table Equation PageHeader Catalog ParaText Date LetterSign

DiT-B 86.24 34.83 54.22 38.42 83.89 66.74 72.99
VGT∗ 86.4 49.0 52.28 49.37 84.89 67.88 74.01
DOPTA 86.24 20.26 57.62 48.94 85.27 66.89 73.07
DOPTA-HR 86.9 32.26 58.22 60.98 85.75 71.4 76.31

Model RegionKV Author Figure Reference PageFooter PageNumber mAP

DiT-B 64.71 66.18 75.64 81.46 65.78 58.60 68.0
VGT∗ 66.56 64.09 76.65 84.19 64.14 58.24 69.19
DOPTA 66.9 67.54 75.97 79.9 66.77 58.41 68.27
DOPTA-HR 70.3 70.66 75.73 84.45 65.82 60.64 70.72

Table 3. Performance comparison of different models across various document components of D4LA benchmark. ∗ Uses OCR as input
during inference.

is a subset of the RVLCDIP dataset constructed to perform
form understanding tasks like text detection, entity label-
ing, and information extraction. The dataset comprises
of 199 annotated images (149 train and 50 test images).
Following DiT [23], we employ mask R-CNN framework
to perform the text detection using DOPTA encoder as the

backbone. We vary the anchor box sizes from the previous
experiments to [4, 8, 16, 32, 64] as the expected predictions
are smaller in size compared to paragraph-level predictions
earlier. The learning rate is set to 1e − 4 with a batch size
of 16 and finetuning is performed for 60k steps, following
DiT. This setup is followed for all baselines. The resolution

7



Expt. ID Model Patch-Text Alignment Masking Ratio RVL-CDIP PubLayNet D4LA

1 CLIP - - 90.97 93.3 64.5
2 DOPTA ✓ - 92.51 94.35 67.48
3 DOPTA ✓ 0.2 92.54 94.43 67.74
4 DOPTA ✓ 0.4 92.79 94.54 67.7
5 DOPTA ✓ 0.6 92.84 94.62 67.92

Table 4. Evaluation of performance at different masking ratios. Evaluations are done at 224 × 224 resolution at 160k pre-training steps.
Publaynet and D4LA were evaluated with default DiT config. Best results are highlighted in bold.

Model #Param Precision Recall F1

Faster R-CNN 70.4 84.8 76.0
ResNeXt-101d [45] 93.87 92.29 93.07
DeiT-B [43] 87M 94.29 92.37 93.32
BEiT-B [2] 87M 94.12 92.63 93.37
MAE-B [15] 87M 94.41 93.21 93.81
DiT-B [23] 87M 94.70 93.07 93.88
DiT-L [23] 304M 94.52 93.36 93.93

DOPTA-HR 85M 95.29 94.18 94.73

Table 5. Text detection accuracy (IoU@0.5) on FUNSD, where
Mask R-CNN is used with different backbones. Best result in each
category is indicated in bold. Second best result is underlined

and data augmentation is the same as the document layout
analysis setup, described in Sec. 4.3.
Baselines and Results. We compare against various CNN
and ViT backbones and report the precision, recall, and
F1 Score at IoU=0.5. We do not compare against VGT
since it uses the OCR as an input, making the task redun-
dant. StructTextv2 is omitted due to non-availability of
code/weights. DOPTA-HR outperforms the previous best
result from DiT-L, despite pre-training for only 1/2 the pre-
training steps, and having less than 1/3rd the parameters.

5. Ablation Study
In this section, we study the effect of the individual com-
ponents of DOPTA. It is crucial to study the performance
of our proposed patch-text contrastive loss. The reconstruc-
tion loss is also an important component, bringing visual
information to the features where textual features are not
available. To understand the contribution of each loss ob-
jective independently, we evaluate our method on an array
of different masking ratios, as well as in the absence of the
reconstruction loss. We also compare with the CLIP model,
to quantify the contribution of the architecture, in the ab-
sence of our loss components. All experiments in the ab-
lation study were carried out at 224 resolution while pre-
training for 10 epochs on the IIT-CDIP Dataset. The batch
size, learning rate, data augmentation, and other hyperpa-

rameters were kept the same as the original setup. We eval-
uate the performance by benchmarking on document image
classification and document layout analysis. The setup and
fine-tuning parameters for each downstream evaluation are
unchanged from Sec. 4.
Results. The results of the ablation study are summarized
in Table 4. It is clear that both loss components signif-
cantly improve performance over the Row 1 baseline. Fur-
ther, as seen in Row 2, the model trained only with the
proposed patch-text contrastive loss retains strong perfor-
mance. In particular, this variant outperforms DiT-Base on
RVL-CDIP, while almost matching performance on Pub-
LayNet, despite the comparatively short pre-training sched-
ule adopted in this study (10 epochs in ours as compared to
30 epochs in DiT). This result highlights the efficacy of the
patch-text contrastive loss in learning effective visual repre-
sentations for document layout analysis. The results see a
clear improvement when the reconstruction loss is included.
We see an improvement of 0.3− 0.6 performance points in
all benchmark scores as the masking ratio is increased. The
combination of patch-text alignment and reconstruction ob-
jectives enables the model to learn strong visual representa-
tions that generalize across various task settings.

6. Conclusion and Future Work

In this work, we extend fine-grained image-text alignment
to document images via a novel patch-text alignment objec-
tive. This work shows the efficacy of leveraging the tex-
tual information in document images to solve visual tasks,
which is still an underexplored direction. We combine this
novel objective with a masked reconstruction loss to build
DOPTA, a strong document encoder model that achieves
state-of-the-art results across document image classifica-
tion, layout analysis, and text detection tasks, consistently
outperforming baselines that use larger models, extra in-
formation (OCR) as input, and longer pre-training sched-
ules. We hope that this work motivates further research into
methods that can leverage text in document images for vi-
sual understanding.

There still remain many open avenues for exploration. A
few of these include - Extending DOPTA to newer archi-
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tectures like SwinTransformer which are better suited for
document images with small objects and details, alternative
strategies for text masking, and leveraging synthetic data
generation techniques to increase the size and diversity of
the training dataset. We aim to explore these directions as
our future work.
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Vo, Marc Szafraniec, Vasil Khalidov, Pierre Fernandez,
Daniel Haziza, Francisco Massa, Alaaeldin El-Nouby, et al.
Dinov2: Learning robust visual features without supervision.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2304.07193, 2023. 2

[31] Seunghyun Park, Seung Shin, Bado Lee, Junyeop Lee, Jae-
heung Surh, Minjoon Seo, and Hwalsuk Lee. {CORD}: A
consolidated receipt dataset for post-{ocr} parsing. In Work-
shop on Document Intelligence at NeurIPS 2019, 2019. 1

[32] Birgit Pfitzmann, Christoph Auer, Michele Dolfi, Ahmed S
Nassar, and Peter Staar. Doclaynet: A large human-
annotated dataset for document-layout segmentation. In Pro-
ceedings of the 28th ACM SIGKDD conference on knowl-
edge discovery and data mining, pages 3743–3751, 2022. 1

[33] Rafał Powalski, Łukasz Borchmann, Dawid Jurkiewicz,
Tomasz Dwojak, Michał Pietruszka, and Gabriela Pałka.
Going full-tilt boogie on document understanding with
text-image-layout transformer. In Document Analysis and
Recognition–ICDAR 2021: 16th International Conference,
Lausanne, Switzerland, September 5–10, 2021, Proceedings,
Part II 16, pages 732–747. Springer, 2021. 2

[34] Alec Radford, Jong Wook Kim, Chris Hallacy, Aditya
Ramesh, Gabriel Goh, Sandhini Agarwal, Girish Sastry,
Amanda Askell, Pamela Mishkin, Jack Clark, et al. Learning
transferable visual models from natural language supervi-
sion. In International conference on machine learning, pages
8748–8763. PMLR, 2021. 2, 4

[35] Olga Russakovsky, Jia Deng, Hao Su, Jonathan Krause, San-
jeev Satheesh, Sean Ma, Zhiheng Huang, Andrej Karpathy,
Aditya Khosla, Michael Bernstein, et al. Imagenet large
scale visual recognition challenge. International journal of
computer vision, 115:211–252, 2015. 2

[36] Christoph Schuhmann, Romain Beaumont, Richard Vencu,
Cade Gordon, Ross Wightman, Mehdi Cherti, Theo
Coombes, Aarush Katta, Clayton Mullis, Mitchell Worts-
man, et al. Laion-5b: An open large-scale dataset for training
next generation image-text models. Advances in Neural In-
formation Processing Systems, 35:25278–25294, 2022. 2

[37] Ian Soboroff. Complex document information processing
(cdip) dataset, 2022. Accessed: 2024-09-09. 5

[38] Tomasz Stanisławek, Filip Graliński, Anna Wróblewska,
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data-efficient image transformers & distillation through at-
tention, 2021. 6, 7, 8

[44] Yuxin Wu, Alexander Kirillov, Francisco Massa, Wan-Yen
Lo, and Ross Girshick. Detectron2. https://github.
com/facebookresearch/detectron2, 2019. 6

[45] Saining Xie, Ross Girshick, Piotr Dollár, Zhuowen Tu, and
Kaiming He. Aggregated residual transformations for deep
neural networks, 2017. 7, 8

[46] Yiheng Xu, Minghao Li, Lei Cui, Shaohan Huang, Furu Wei,
and Ming Zhou. Layoutlm: Pre-training of text and layout
for document image understanding. In Proceedings of the
26th ACM SIGKDD international conference on knowledge
discovery & data mining, pages 1192–1200, 2020. 1, 2

[47] Yang Xu, Yiheng Xu, Tengchao Lv, Lei Cui, Furu Wei,
Guoxin Wang, Yijuan Lu, Dinei Florencio, Cha Zhang,
Wanxiang Che, et al. Layoutlmv2: Multi-modal pre-training
for visually-rich document understanding. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2012.14740, 2020. 1, 2

10

https://github.com/facebookresearch/detectron2
https://github.com/facebookresearch/detectron2


[48] Lewei Yao, Runhui Huang, Lu Hou, Guansong Lu, Minzhe
Niu, Hang Xu, Xiaodan Liang, Zhenguo Li, Xin Jiang, and
Chunjing Xu. FILIP: Fine-grained interactive language-
image pre-training. In International Conference on Learning
Representations, 2022. 2, 4

[49] Yuechen Yu, Yulin Li, Chengquan Zhang, Xiaoqiang Zhang,
Zengyuan Guo, Xiameng Qin, Kun Yao, Junyu Han, Errui
Ding, and Jingdong Wang. Structextv2: Masked visual-
textual prediction for document image pre-training. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2303.00289, 2023. 2, 6, 7

[50] Xiaohua Zhai, Basil Mustafa, Alexander Kolesnikov, and
Lucas Beyer. Sigmoid loss for language image pre-training,
2023. 2

[51] Xu Zhong, Jianbin Tang, and Antonio Jimeno Yepes. Pub-
laynet: largest dataset ever for document layout analysis.
In 2019 International conference on document analysis and
recognition (ICDAR), pages 1015–1022. IEEE, 2019. 1, 6

11



DOPTA: Improving Document Layout Analysis using Patch-Text Alignment

Supplementary Material

The appendix is structured as follows - In Appendix A
we present and discuss results of pre-training DOPTA on
the PixParse dataset. Appendix B contains additional quali-
tative examples of the effect of our various pre-training ob-
jectives. In Appendix C we qualitatively analyse the relative
lower performance of DOPTA-HR on certain categories in
D4LA. In Appendix D we present the inference time com-
parison of our detection model.

A. Results on PixParse
While the pre-training of DOPTA was carried out using the
CDIP dataset due to its scale, we also explore the use of the
PixParse-PDFA1 dataset for pretraining DOPTA in this sec-
tion. The born-digital nature of this dataset, ensuring high
quality OCR information without any OCR errors makes
it a high-quality source of pre-training data for DOPTA.
However, this dataset is much smaller (19M pages) than the
CDIP dataset, and filtering to remove documents with bad
aspect ratios further reduces its number, preventing its use
as the primary dataset. Due to this reason, and to maintain
parity with the baselines, we chose the CDIP dataset for
pretraining DOPTA.

In Table 6, we report the results of pre-
training DOPTA on the PixParse dataset, and compare
it to the variant trained on CDIP. All hyperparameters
for DOPTA and DOPTA-HR are identical to the original
pre-training setting outlined in Sec. 4. However, we only
train for 80K steps as we find this sufficient to notice sig-
nificant differences between pre-training on PixParse and
CDIP. We notice a consistent trend, wherein DOPTA pre-
trained on PixParse achieves consistently lower scores
than the CDIP variant across all benchmarks. Despite
the high quality OCR data, this may be caused due to to
major reasons - i) The low number of samples in PixParse,
leading to a larger degree of overfitting on the pre-training
dataset, and ii) The distribution of downstream benchmarks
like RVL-CDIP and FUNSD more closely matching that
of the pre-training data in CDIP, as these are both datasets
comprising of scanned documents, which may prove to be
slightly OOD when pre-training on PixParse.

B. Additional Qualitative Examples
In Fig. 4, we demonstrate additional qualitative exam-
ples of the effect of the patch-text alignment objective on
the DOPTA encoder. The results demonstrate the ability
of the pretrained DOPTA -HR encoder to isolate individ-

1https://huggingface.co/datasets/pixparse/pdfa-eng-wds

Model Dataset RVL-CDIP D4LA FUNSD

DOPTA CDIP 92.88 67.71 91.96
DOPTA PixParse 92.28 67.33 91.96

DOPTA-HR CDIP 93.78 69.69 94.31
DOPTA-HR PixParse 93.47 68.77 94.19

Table 6. DOPTA trained on different pre-training datasets for 80K
steps. Across all setting and benchmarks, DOPTA pre-trained on
CDIP outperforms the PixParse variant consistently. Best result in
each category (regular and high-resolution) in bold.

MODEL Inference time (s)
VGT 34.27

DOPTA-HR 2.06

Table 7. Comparison of inference time per sample (in sec) of our
DOPTA vs VGT on performing objection detection oh D4LA us-
ing the Cascade RCNN framework. Note that this time excludes
the additional inference time required by VGT to perform OCR
extraction.

ual words in a document image, which was the goal of the
patch-text alignment objective. This ability translates to
better performance on downstream benchmarks, as demon-
strated in Sec. 4.

C. Analysis of Failure Cases
In this section, we analyze the lower performance
of DOPTA-HR on certain classes in the D4LA dataset. In
particular, we observe lower performance on the RegionList
category. We found that this occurs due to a common error
made by DOPTA-HR, as demonstrated in Fig. 5, where the
model incorrectly marks RegionList as RegionKV. This is
most likely due to the high visual similarity between the two
classes, and the ground truth labels often seem to be am-
biguous. Another area of low performance was the Equa-
tion category, where DOPTA-HR (32.26 mAP) yields far
lower performance than VGT (49.0 mAP). However, this
category has an extremely low occurence in the dataset,
which may explain the low performance. We did not ob-
serve any other consistent trend which may explain said low
performance.

D. Timing Analysis
In Table 7 we analyze the average running time for a sin-
gle image across different models. VGT has a significantly
longer running time, owing to the larger model size, de-

1

https://huggingface.co/datasets/pixparse/pdfa-eng-wds


(a) ‘Additional’ (b) ‘Phosphine’

(c) ‘Blue’ (d) ‘Sponsor’

Figure 4. Heatmap visualisation of the normalised dot product similarity of image patch embeddings and text embeddings taken from
the DOPTA-HR model, demonstrating its ability to find individual words in document images. Despite some noise, there is a clear spike
in dot product similarity at the appropriate text region. The target text word for each image is mentioned.

spite having pre-extracted OCR. Despite the faster running
time, DOPTA-HR outperforms VGT consistently on multi-

ple benchmarks, as demonstrated in Sec. 4.

2



Figure 5. Failure case of DOPTA-HR on layout analysis on D4LA benchmark. Left is DOPTA-HR. Right is VGT. DOPTA-HR incorrectly
marks the central region as RegionKV, which was found to be a common error mode.
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