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Abstract

In this study, we define and tackle zero-shot ’real’ classi-
fication by description, a novel task that evaluates the abil-
ity of Vision-Language Models (VLMs) like CLIP to classify
objects based solely on descriptive attributes, excluding ob-
ject class names. This approach highlights the current lim-
itations of VLMs in understanding intricate object descrip-
tions, pushing these models beyond mere object recognition.
To facilitate this exploration, we introduce a new challenge
and release description data for six popular fine-grained
benchmarks, which omit object names to encourage gen-
uine zero-shot learning within the research community. Ad-
ditionally, we propose a method to enhance CLIP’s attribute
detection capabilities through targeted training using Ima-
geNet21k’s diverse object categories, paired with rich at-
tribute descriptions generated by Large Language Models
(LLMs). Furthermore, we introduce a modified CLIP archi-
tecture that leverages multiple resolutions to improve the
detection of fine-grained part attributes. Through these ef-
forts, we broaden the understanding of part-attribute recog-
nition in CLIP, improving its performance in fine-grained
classification tasks across six popular benchmarks, as well
as in the PACO dataset, a widely used benchmark for
object-attribute recognition. 1

1. Introduction
Zero-shot classification is increasingly recognized as a

key capability of Vision-Language Models (VLMs) and
Large Multimodal Models, showcasing their ability to ac-
curately classify objects or concepts not explicitly encoun-
tered during training [9,12,14,18,28]. This capability high-
lights the power of generalized representation learning.

Moving beyond traditional VLMs’ reliance on direct
matching of category labels to images, the emerging trend
of classification by description (e.g., [4, 9]) offers a more

1Code: https://github.com/ethanbar11/grounding_
ge_public

nuanced approach. This method, gaining traction for
its explanatory potential, utilizes Large Language Mod-
els (LLMs) to generate more complex attribute-based de-
scriptions of objects’ internal components and features.
When integrated with CLIP’s pre-training methodology,
these models adeptly compute cosine similarities between
rich textual descriptions and images, aiming to provide a
deeper, more interpretable understanding of visual data.
The efficacy of this approach is often tested across various
object classification benchmarks, including benchmarks for
fine-grained categorization, stressing the significant poten-
tial of zero-shot classification to harness the synergies be-
tween language and vision for more explainable and effec-
tive AI solutions.

The ability to identify objects based on their descriptions
is a fundamental aspect of human cognitive capability, a
skill that VLMs are striving to emulate. However, as we
show below, models like CLIP, while dominant in the field,
fall short in this regard. Our experiments show that they
often fail to accurately identify objects solely on the basis
of descriptive text, highlighting a notable gap between cur-
rent AI capabilities and human-like comprehension. Similar
gaps were also shown in other works on the general seman-
tic attribute-based description of images (e.g., [28], [30]),
but here we specifically focus on the semantic descriptions
of objects and their parts, in free-form language.

In this study, our main research question centers on the
potential of training VLMs to understand object descrip-
tions in terms of their internal parts and visual attributes. If
a model is trained on attributes (and most importantly, part
attributes) coming from one set of classes, how well can it
generalize the understanding of attributes to novel classes?
To achieve this, we utilize LLMs to mine essential descrip-
tions of objects from the diverse ImageNet21k dataset. This
approach allows us to gather a wide range of descriptive
texts, not limited to clean or straightforward descriptions,
thereby simulating a more realistic and challenging learn-
ing environment for the VLMs.

Our initial results show promising improvements in the
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model’s ability to generalize attribute recognition across
different datasets. We perform extensive evaluations
through various datasets, assessing the impact of different
types of object descriptions on model performance. Specif-
ically, we show a significant gap of almost 70% in clas-
sification accuracy between testing a description in which
the class name exists and testing a description which is only
based on semantic object definition, without the class name.
We also show that enhancing CLIP training with pure de-
scriptive visual objects can clearly mitigate this gap. Fur-
thermore, a modified CLIP architecture, which leverages
multiple resolutions, improves the detection of fine-grained
part attributes, contributing to the model’s enhanced under-
standing of detailed visual features.

In conclusion, our research makes several contributions
to exploring the limits of vision-language models in under-
standing descriptions of objects. First, we introduce a novel
task, termed zero-shot real object classification by descrip-
tion, along with the corresponding benchmarks, to expose
the current limitations of prevalent VLMs, such as recent
CLIP versions, in this context. This task challenges these
models to go beyond mere object recognition, focusing on
intricate descriptions of parts and attributes. Second, we
contribute to the community by releasing a dataset com-
prising descriptions without object names for six popular
fine-grained benchmarks. This dataset can trigger research
on zero-shot real classification, fostering further model de-
velopment. We also propose a training method that en-
hances CLIP’s detection of object-part attributes. This
method involves curating a selection of objects from Ima-
geNet21k and matching them with a rich array of essential
part-attribute features, as generated by LLMs. This method
broadens CLIP’s scope of part-attribute recognition. Third,
we introduce a modified CLIP architecture that leverages
multiple resolutions to enhance the model’s ability to detect
fine-grained part attributes. This architectural modification
improves CLIP’s performance in identifying details of ob-
ject parts, such as shape and color, which are crucial for part
attribute recognition. While the improvement in zero-shot
classification tasks is modest, the enhancement in detecting
fine part attributes is large, showcasing the benefits of this
architectural change.

2. Related Work
Zero-shot classification by description. Recent ad-

vancements in zero-shot classification by description have
significantly benefited from synergies between VLM and
LLM, marking a notable change in visual classification
strategies. Pioneering efforts such as those of [9] and [4]
have established a foundational framework for using de-
scriptions generated from LLM to enhance visual classi-
fication, establishing a new challenge for subsequent re-
search. Although there has been notable work in both zero-

shot and few-shot learning domains, including contribu-
tions from [7, 22, 27, 29], the focus of this paper remains
predominantly zero-shot classification. This stream of re-
search has explored various innovative methodologies, such
as generating customized prompts for zero-shot image clas-
sification as seen in [12], and learning concise descriptive
attributes for visual recognition, a method further investi-
gated by [25]. A recurring theme across these works, par-
ticularly those dedicated to zero-shot learning, is the inclu-
sion of the class name within descriptions and attributes,
a practice that, while effective, raises questions about the
models’ reliance on explicit class identifiers. Our review of
the literature reveals that to date, all known work to us on
zero-shot classification by description involves descriptions
and attributes to which the class name is added, underscor-
ing a critical area for further exploration and development
in the field.

Known limitations for CLIP. Recent critiques of vi-
sion language models such as CLIP have pinpointed sig-
nificant limitations in their processing depth, particularly
highlighting their tendency to operate akin to ’bags-of-
words’ [28]. This metaphor, supported by findings in the
literature, underscores a superficial handling of linguistic
content, where models fail to grasp complex compositional
information. Specifically, the ’WaffleCLIP’ study [18] in-
troduced a paradigm in which LLM-generated descriptors
were replaced with random words placed together with the
object class name, but achieved comparable zero shot visual
classification results, challenging the presumed necessity of
semantic depth that is additional to class name in these mod-
els. These studies, along with the systematic breakdown
of CLIP’s compositional understanding failures (e.g., [13]),
suggests that despite their versatility, VLMs may not fully
comprehend the intricate interplay between textual descrip-
tions and visual content. Our work builds upon these cri-
tiques, particularly focusing on how these models, includ-
ing CLIP, might be enhanced toward a more profound and
nuanced understanding of descriptions and attributes.

Architectural changes for multi-resolution.

Multi-scale representation has long been used as an ef-
fective technique to enhance vision tasks, [8, 17, 23]. With
the advent of Vision Transformers (ViTs), various multi-
scale ViT architectures have emerged [2, 26]. More re-
cently, [20] investigated multi-scale representations as a
general scaling method, achieving notable success. En-
couraged by the findings of [20], we propose here to fur-
ther fuse features from multi-resolution image processing
with an additional CLIP layer, which we initially pre-train
on the dataset from [19] and subsequently fine-tune on our
attribute-specific datasets.
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DATA
SET

CLIP-VIT-B-32 CLIP-VIT-B-16 CLIP-VIT-L-14 CONVNEXT

ONLY
NAME

WITH
NAME

NO
NAME

ONLY
NAME

WITH
NAME

NO
NAME

ONLY
NAME

WITH
NAME

NO
NAME

ONLY
NAME

WITH
NAME

NO
NAME

DOGS120 54.0 58.0 16.9 57.7 63.9 18.7 65.6 72.6 26.5 58.0 56.9 17.8
OXFORDPETS 81.6 86.8 42.9 83.9 90.3 44.2 87.9 93.8 49.0 86.3 87.6 41.6
CARS196 54.2 55.8 9.4 58.6 63.1 10.9 72.1 74.3 12.1 79.9 82.7 12.0
CUB 51.5 52.9 15.1 55.6 59.0 17.8 62.6 64.0 19.8 68.3 69.3 16.6
FLOWERS102 58.8 62.9 21.4 64.0 67.2 22.6 72.3 74.0 24.4 68.3 65.4 18.7
FOOD101 62.1 68.2 55.7 7T1.4 76.5 53.4 78.7 85.4 65.0 60.4 58.1 37.1

Table 1. Zero-shot classification accuracy, with and without class names, Oxford prompting style.

DATA
SET

CLIP-VIT-B-32 CLIP-VIT-B-16 CLIP-VIT-L-14 CONVNEXT

ONLY
NAME

WITH
NAME

NO
NAME

ONLY
NAME

WITH
NAME

NO
NAME

ONLY
NAME

WITH
NAME

NO
NAME

ONLY
NAME

WITH
NAME

NO
NAME

DOGS120 54.0 55.8 2.7 57.7 62.3 4.5 65.6 70.1 5.5 58.0 56.1 6.1
OXFORDPETS 81.6 87.3 16.0 83.9 89.6 16.2 87.9 93.4 17.1 86.3 88.9 22.4
CARS196 54.2 55.4 5.3 58.6 60.7 7.1 72.1 72.9 7.6 79.9 81.7 6.1
CUB 51.5 51.5 3.7 55.6 57.7 5.1 62.6 63.7 3.6 68.3 68.7 5.9
FLOWERS102 58.8 64.2 6.2 64.0 67.9 8.7 72.3 75.8 5.6 68.3 68.0 9.3
FOOD101 62.1 67.5 25.6 71.4 75.2 32.3 78.7 84.7 40.4 60.4 58.3 20.4

Table 2. Zero-shot classification accuracy, with and without class names, Columbia prompting style.

3. CLIP Description Deficiency

A common recent method for classification by descrip-
tion is to use a visual language model such as CLIP to
link images with class descriptions that are generated by
an LLM such as ChatGPT. This approach has been empha-
sized in recent studies such as [3, 4, 9, 12, 18]. Generally,
these methods incorporate the object class name within the
description, potentially leading to a scenario where the class
name itself heavily influences the text-to-image embedding
alignment in models like CLIP. This raises a concern that
the rest of the description may become secondary and the
classification accuracy might be predominantly driven by
the class name, now embedded within a broader textual con-
text. This hypothesis, which we propose and explore, is
supported in recent studies such as WaffleCLIP [18] and the
analysis of CLIP as a ’Bag-of-Words’ [28], both of which
examine the actual contribution of attribute-based descrip-
tions beyond the class name in the classification by descrip-
tion process.

3.1. CLIP is bad at detecting part’s attributes

To further evaluate the efficacy of the CLIP model in rec-
ognizing object and part attributes, we conducted experi-
ments to explore its sensitivity to variations in semantic de-
scriptions. First, using the CUB dataset (refer to Sec. 5),
we generated a series of descriptions for each class in the
dataset, using GPT-4 (text-only). To reduce the noise in
the descriptions, we further queried GPT-4 on each attribute
from the initial descriptions, ensuring a set of validated pos-
itive attributes for each class.

Alongside each primary (positive) description, five con-

trasting (negative) descriptions were also generated to serve
as contrastive examples. For instance, if the positive de-
scription for a class was ’A bird with red wings,’ the neg-
ative descriptions included variants such as ’A bird with
green wings’ or ’A bird with purple wings.’ Finally, to
establish an upper bound for performance in this task, we
evaluated GPT-4-vision, a strong multimodal large lan-
guage model (MMLM) for identifying visual attributes,
comparing its accuracy in recognizing positive descriptions
against CLIP’s performance.

Our findings, as presented in Table 3 in columns CLIP
Baseline and column GPT-4-vision, reveal limitations in the
precision of the CLIP model to discern the shape, color,
or size of parts of the object. The accuracy in identify-
ing shapes, with the exception of the body shape element,
resembled random chance. Color and size recognition ex-
hibited only slight improvement over random. The average
accuracy for all parts and all attributes is 0.33 (single cor-
rect attribute answer was given out of six choices, that is,
the random answer accuracy is 0.166), significantly behind
the CUB dataset’s benchmark for zero-shot classification by
CLIP, which is 63% accuracy across 200 classes. In the next
sections, we return to this part’s attributes benchmark and
test our fine-tuned version on the same tasks, demonstrat-
ing consistent improvement (Sec. 4). Moreover, we evalu-
ate CLIP’s effectiveness in recognizing attributes of objects
and their parts at a much larger scale, via the Paco dataset
(detailed in Sec. 5).

3.2. Classification with and without class names

In our exploration of CLIP’s descriptive classification
abilities, we turned our attention to the impact of includ-
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Type Element CLIP
Baseline

CLIP
Fine-
tuned

GPT-4-
vision

Color Back 0.34 0.39 0.63
Wings 0.38 0.39 0.74
Body 0.50 0.62 0.78
Head 0.33 0.45 0.71
Belly 0.35 0.20 0.73
Average 0.38 0.46 0.72

Shape Beak 0.15 0.09 0.76
Bill 0.31 0.53 0.81
Body 0.41 0.32 0.87
Head 0.02 0.33 0.92
Wings 0.10 0.62 0.69
Average 0.23 0.33 0.81

Size Wings 0.17 0.52 0.63
Neck 0.59 0.37 0.80
Body 0.38 0.50 0.86
Bill 0.40 0.43 0.57
Tail 0.18 0.52 0.82
Average 0.38 0.45 0.74

Table 3. Performance comparison of CLIP Baseline, CLIP Fine-
tuned (our method), and GPT-4-vision on various CUB attribute
classifications. Note that the random accuracy for this task is 0.16.
It is evident that our method consistently outperforms the baseline
CLIP.

ing or omitting object class names from descriptions. This
study was essential to understand how much the presence
of class names influences the model’s performance in zero-
shot classification tasks. We designed experiments incor-
porating two distinct styles of object descriptions: Ox-
ford Prompting Style (named after [4]). This style in-
volves generating sentences that describe objects on the ba-
sis of their general attributes and parts. The descriptions
are more free-form and provide a comprehensive narrative
covering various aspects of the object. However, it should
be noted that generated sentences may often include repe-
titions. Columbia Prompting Style (named after [9]). In
contrast, the Columbia style adopts a more structured ap-
proach. Its descriptions are concise, focusing specifically
on a single part and attribute of the object. Unlike the Ox-
ford style, the Columbia style’s descriptions are typically
non-repetitive, with each description highlighting a differ-
ent aspect of the object’s visual appearance. Examples of
these description styles can be found in Fig. 1.

To rigorously test the impact of class names on classifi-
cation accuracy, we applied the method described in Section
4, removing class names from descriptions in six standard
fine-grained zero-shot classification datasets for Oxford and
Columbia styles. Our experiments, whose results are pre-
sented in Tables 1 and 2, demonstrate a significant drop in
classification efficacy when class names are excluded. This

Figure 1. Columbia and Oxford Style Descriptions Without
Names. Examples highlight the difference between Columbia’s
concise, focused descriptions and Oxford’s broader, narrative-
driven approaches, both omitting object names. The descrip-
tions for each example were created using one of 2 styles — the
Columbia style and the Oxford style. Each style is a method to
prompt the LLM for descriptions (usually 8 sentences are created
from each prompt style)

finding challenges the assumption that CLIP visually rec-
ognizes descriptive attributes and highlights the pivotal role
that object names play in current zero-shot classification
works.

4. Method

This section aims to describe our approach to improving
the ability of CLIP to understand the attributes of internal
parts. We begin by investigating the potential benefits of
training the model with a wider and more diverse range of
attribute data. This approach is based on the hypothesis that
diversifying CLIP training with a wide range of attribute-
rich data sets could improve performance in fine-grained
classification scenarios. It is important to note that the train-
ing process deliberately employs data different from the
test sets; the classes used during training are different from
those in the testing phase. Additionally, the attribute data
used in training, while rich and varied, is generated synthet-
ically, as we show below, and therefore may contain noise.
However, our analysis shows that the effect of this noise
does not seem to harm the training.

Next, we turn to modify the CLIP architecture in order
to improve its ability to detect fine object details. Our ap-
proach is inspired by [20], employing CLIP at higher res-
olutions and adding an attention layer to leverage multi-
resolution features, and improving detection of fine details.
In line with this methodology, a critical aspect of our train-
ing process involves the use of descriptions from which the
name of the object has been deliberately omitted. By ex-
cluding the object class names, we shift the focus of CLIP’s
learning process towards a deeper understanding of object
attributes, rather than simply associating latent image fea-
tures with object classes.
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4.1. Description Creation and Name Removal

The name removal process was executed using a sim-
ple text processing algorithm (Algorithm 1 in Supplemen-
tary). This algorithm takes a category and its correspond-
ing description and a default placeholder name (a super-
category) as input. For example, the placeholder name for
”Rhinoceros auklet” would be ”bird”. It begins by asking
an LLM to replace any occurrence of the object name in the
description with the default one. Afterwards, we initialize
a list of base names derived from the category, consider-
ing various case and spacing variations. Then each base
name is identified within the description and replaced with
the default placeholder. This method aims to ensure that
the resulting descriptions do not contain any specific class
names but retain the rich descriptive attributes of each ob-
ject. We have applied this approach to the two description
prompting styles suggested by [9] (the Oxford style) and [4]
(The Columbia style).

4.2. Selection and Fine-Tuning on ImageNet21k

To train CLIP on a comprehensive dataset of object at-
tributes that excludes our test benchmarks, we turned to syn-
thetic data curation. Recognizing the absence of suitable
human-annotated datasets for this purpose, we chose the
ImageNet21k dataset [16] for its wide variety of object cat-
egories and subcategories, which span a wide spectrum of
types. ImageNet21k includes numerous subcategories and
provides an extensive range of attributes, especially those
related to parts of objects. This diversity is important to
our goal of improving attribute recognition in CLIP. In our
selection process, we ensured that none of the classes ap-
pearing on our test benchmarks was included in the training
set. This was a deliberate choice to prevent any direct learn-
ing of the test classes and to truly test the model’s ability to
generalize attribute recognition to new, unseen classes. Fig-
ure 2 illustrates this fine-tuning process.

In terms of data selection, we chose K images from each
category of the class, and, for each class, we generated N
unique sentences that describe its attributes. This resulted in
K×N image-text pairs for each class. The selected classes
encompassed a diverse range of animals, plants, and man-
made objects (refer to Fig. 4 A for a visual representation
of the class distribution). Descriptions typically include a
significant number of internal parts. The attributes covered
in the descriptions ranged from various types, such as shape,
color, texture, size, and other general attributes, depending
on the description style used.

4.3. Enhancing CLIP Architecture Using Multiple
Resolutions

To improve CLIP’s ability to detect fine features, such as
attributes of object parts, we modified the CLIP architecture

Figure 2. Real zero-shot training on ImageNet21k. This figure il-
lustrates the process of preparing and conducting the CLIP model
training for improved real zero-shot classification. The proce-
dure begins with the selection of classes from the ImageNet21k
dataset, focusing on a diverse range of object categories. For each
selected class, image examples are gathered alongside the corre-
sponding attribute descriptions generated by a Large Language
Model (LLM), emphasizing the attributes of parts without includ-
ing the object class names.

to utilize multiple resolutions. This architectural enhance-
ment, combined with the synthetic training data described
above, aims to enable CLIP to perform better on tasks that
require understanding of detailed attributes, ultimately en-
hancing its performance in real zero-shot classification sce-
narios. By incorporating multiple resolutions, the model
can capture both coarse- and fine-grained details, providing
a more comprehensive understanding of the attributes and
parts of the object. For instance, detecting the subtle curva-
ture and color variations in a bird’s beak requires analyzing
high-resolution features, which is facilitated by our multi-
resolution approach.

We drew inspiration from the recent work of [20] to en-
hance the CLIP architecture by using multiple resolutions.
To describe our method, we assume a resolution of 448x448
for simplicity, although higher resolutions would function
similarly. Denoting the original image by I ∈ N3×448×448

0 ,
we first split it into 4 slices, that is,

Isi ∈ N3×224×224
0 , i = 1, . . . , 4.

Denoting the number of patches in CLIP’s ViT by P and
the visual embedding dimension by ed, we input each Is
into the CLIP vision encoder to obtain a feature map,

Fsi = V iT (Isi) ∈ RP×ed

We then exclude the CLS tokens from Fsi and average
the patch representations as follows:

F j
AveRes =

1

N

N∑
i=1

F j
si , j = 1, . . . , P − 1

5



448× 448

4× 224× 224

split into patches

224× 224

CLIP
vision
encoder
(ViT B-16)

4× 16× 16× 768

16× 16× 768

Merged

16× 16× 768

avg. pooling

⊕

concat

16× 16× 1536

Linear

16× 16× 768

CLIP
Encoder
layer

•

cosine similarity

Has a yellow head and gray wings
Has a black dot on both its eyes
...

⊕

concat

CLS token

Figure 3. Our Multi-Res CLIP architecture. Multiple image slices are processed via the CLIP Vision model, and multi-resolution features
are aggregated using an additional CLIP Vision layer. The original CLIP model remains frozen and only the new layer is being trained.

where F j
si represents the j-th patch representation from the

i-th slice, and N is the number of slices.
To go beyond local integration and enrich the patch in-

formation with global image processing, similar to the ap-
proach in [20], we concatenate the appropriate patches.
Specifically, we combine the averaged patch representations
with the original patch representations as follows:

Fj = F j
AveRes ⊙ F j

origin, Fj ∈ R2×ed

Where F j
origin is the original patch representation, and (⊙)

denotes concatenation.
We then use a learnable linear layer to transform Fj to

the original embedding dimension,

F̃j = Linear(Fj), Fj ∈ Red

Finally, we feed the obtained feature map F̃j to a new,
additional, and learnable ViT layer:

F̂j = V iTLayer(F̃j), j = 1, . . . , P

and return the enriched CLS image token F̂CLS as the final
visual embedding. The whole process is depicted in Fig. 3.

To initialize the newly introduced linear projection and
attention layer, we conducted a preliminary training phase
using the dataset from [19]. During this phase, we keep all
other components frozen and optimize only these additional
layers. Subsequently, we fine-tune these newly trained lay-
ers, along with selected components of the original CLIP
model, using the ImageNet21k dataset and the method in
Sec. 4.1. To speed up pre-training, we initialize the added
CLIP Vision Encoder layer with the same parameters as the
last layer in the original CLIP Vision Encoder.

5. Experiments and Results
This section outlines the experiments conducted to eval-

uate the effectiveness of our enhanced CLIP model for ob-
ject and part attribute recognition. We carried out two main
test series on known benchmarks: (1) Benchmarking the
original and modified CLIP models in the PACO dataset
[15], a comprehensive benchmark for object part attribute

METRIC CLIP-VIT-B-16

PRETRAINED CILP (BASELINE) 33.22
FINETUNED CLIP 43.07
FINETUNED MLUTI-RES CLIP 49.84

Table 4. Avg. classification Top-1 accuracy for attribute value
classification, PACO dataset.

recognition, to directly measure improvements at the part
attribute level. (2) Evaluation of original and modified CLIP
models in zero-shot classification against the benchmarks
listed in 1, which are standard in fine-grained classification
and require visual understanding of multiple parts and their
attributes. In addition, ablation studies were performed to
assess the impact of various hyperparameters.

5.1. Implementation details

Training Data Selection. To implement the fine-tuning
procedure in Section 4, we selected K = 50 images from
each category within the ImageNet21k dataset. These were
matched with N = 10 unique descriptive sentences, result-
ing in N × K image-text pairs for each class. Our dataset
included a chosen set of 4, 700 classes, while deliberately
excluding classes that were used for testing, namely cate-
gories used in fine-grained classification datasets (Sec 5.3).
As shown in Fig. 4A, the dataset is mainly composed of an-
imals and plants, which constitute about 90% of the classes.
The remaining portion features man-made objects (such as
types of airplane) and other general objects (such as differ-
ent substances). An essential element in fine-tuning CLIP
with this data was the selection of batches of image-text
pairs, where each batch was composed of pairs from unique
classes. The reason behind this was to avoid repetitions of
the same caption or image within the same batch, which
could damage learning from contrastive loss.

Hyperparameter Optimization. We tested the learning
rates of {1 × 10−5, 5 × 10−6, 1 × 10−6} using the Adam
optimizer. The batch sizes ranged from 64 to 512 for the
ViT-Base backbone and were fixed at 108 for the ViT-Large
backbone. We fine-tuned the openai/clip-vit-base-patch32
and openai/clip-vit-large-patch14 models, averaging the re-
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DATA SET CLIP-VIT-B-16 CLIP-VIT-B-16
FINETUNED

CLIP-VIT-B-16
MULTI-RES

CLIP-VIT-L-14 CLIP-VIT-L-14
FINETUNED

DOGS120 16.9 20.1 20.4 26.5 32.8
OXFORDPETS 42.9 45.4 44.5 49.0 52.8
CARS196 9.4 10.1 10.2 12.1 16.0
CUB 15.1 17.7 18.0 19.8 24.0
FLOWERS102 21.4 24.4 24.6 24.4 39.4
FOOD101 55.7 59.0 58.7 65.0 69.0

Table 5. Classification Top-1 accuracies for real-zero shot, Oxford style.

DATA SET CLIP-VIT-B-16 CLIP-VIT-B-16
FINETUNED

CLIP-VIT-B-16
MULTI-RES

CLIP-VIT-L-14 CLIP-VIT-L-14
FINETUNED

DOGS120 2.7 11.9 11.8 5.5 18.1
OXFORDPETS 16.0 36.2 35.4 17.1 45.6
CARS196 5.2 6.9 6.7 7.6 9.3
CUB 3.7 9.3 9.7 3.6 16.5
FLOWERS102 5.8 14.4 13.6 5.6 30.0
FOOD101 30.7 35.7 35.9 40.4 46.9

Table 6. Classification Top-1 accuracies for real-zero shot, Columbia style.

sults over three standard seeds: 0, 1, 2. For all tasks, the
text encoder was unfrozen during fine-tuning. For the im-
age encoder, only the last two layers were unfrozen for fine-
grained classification benchmarks, while unfreezing all lay-
ers proved to be more effective for the PACO benchmarks.

Additionally, to stabilize fine-tuning for the multi-
resolution model in the classification-by-description task,
we aggregate the outputs of the standard CLIP backbone
and the multi-resolution encoder through a learnable weight
factor. This is given by the equation

F (I) = (1− α)ViT(I) + αF̂ (I), (1)

where I is the image, ViT refers to the CLIP backbone en-
coder, and F̂ denotes the multi-resolution encoder. We ini-
tialize α to 0.01 and set its learning rate to 1 × 10−4, in
contrast to the learning rates of other parameters. Typically,
α converges to around 0.3 during training.

5.2. Assessing CLIP for Object and Part Attribute
Classification on PACO

The PACO (Parts and Attributes of Common Objects)
dataset [15] is a comprehensive benchmark to recognize at-
tributes of object parts. Succeeding in this benchmark is
challenging, as most images contain several objects and
parts, evaluating the model’s precision in identifying at-
tributes at a granular level. The dataset includes attributes
of four types: material, color, pattern-making, and re-
flectance—each annotated at the part level. A typical an-
notation might be, ”The rim of the bowl is black.” Each
part in PACO is assigned a single true value for the four
attribute types, though some attribute values can be multi-
valued (e.g., a color might be ”blue, green”). To address

these cases, we filter out objects with multiple positive at-
tributes. Table 4 shows the mean accuracy of the attribute-
of-parts values, illustrating the performance comparison be-
tween the pre-trained CLIP model, its fine-tuned version,
and our enhanced version of the fine-tuned modified archi-
tecture.

5.3. Assessing CLIP for Classification by Descrip-
tion

To evalute the impact of improving CLIP’s ability to rec-
ognize attributes on the task of classification by descrip-
tion, we use six fine-grained benchmark datasets popular for
zero-shot description classification: CUB (Caltech-UCSD
Birds-200-2011) with 200 bird species [24], Flowers102 in-
corporating 102 flower categories prevalent in the UK [10],
Cars196 featuring 196 car models [6], Food101 containing
101 food categories (each category represented by 1,000
images) [1], Dogs120 comprising 120 dog breeds [5], and
Oxford-IIIT Pet dataset, which includes 37 categories of
pets with a balanced representation of cats and dogs [11].
Each dataset introduces specific challenges in fine-grained
classification, from identifying small differences between
species, breeds, or models, to discerning variations in color,
shape, and texture, thereby providing a comprehensive test
of the model’s visual understanding capabilities. The results
of this evaluation are presented in Tables 5 and 6.

5.4. Analysis

The PACO results in Table 4 show a consistent improve-
ment of approximately 10% in part attribute recognition
when using the Fine-tuned CLIP model compared to the
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A B C
Figure 4. Comprehensive view of ImageNet21k training impacts. (A). The distribution of ImageNet21k classes used in training. The
reason why plants and animals are dominant is because there are multiple sub-categories for these two types in ImageNet21k. These
sub-categories are beneficial for our training purposes, since LLMs can provide a rich set of essential features for them. (B). The impact of
the number of ImageNet21k classes in the training set on zero-shot top-1 classification performance on the CUB dataset. (C). The impact
of the number of images per class in the training set on zero-shot top-1 classification performance on the Flowers dataset.

baseline CLIP. Our enhanced method, which utilizes multi-
ple resolutions, further increases this improvement to 16%,
demonstrating the effectiveness of our approach in general
attribute recognition and particularly in handling images
with multiple objects.

The object classification results in Tables 5 and 6 reveal
significant and consistent improvements across all datasets
for both the ViT-B and ViT-L versions of the fine-tuned
and multiple-resolution models when using Oxford and
Columbia prompting styles. However, the multiple reso-
lutions approach yielded only a slight gain over the regular
fine-tuned model in this case.

For the ”regular” Fine-tuned model using the Ox-
ford style prompts, we observed performance increases of
0.7 percentage points on the Cars196 dataset, 3.3% on
Food101, and 3.2% on the Dogs120, OxfordPets, CUB, and
Flowers102 datasets. These variations can be attributed to
factors such as the lower representation of objects similar to
those in Cars196 in the training set, the inherent difficulty
in distinguishing classes based solely on descriptions, and
possibly less effective descriptions generated for Cars196
(e.g., ”It is a four-door luxury vehicle with a distinct exte-
rior and interior” for the ”Acura-RL-Sedan 2012” class).

The Columbia style prompts led to even more pro-
nounced improvements, particularly significant given the
initially low top-1 percentages, with gains ranging from 1%
to impressive 25%.

It should be noted that our results demonstrate consis-
tent improvements in part and object attribute recognition
across various benchmarks, sizes, and prompts. Since our
fine-tuning was performed on attributes of classes not in-
cluded in the test datasets, it is highlighted that the improve-
ments observed are a result of enhanced attribute recogni-
tion rather than due to generic latent class features.

In our ablation studies, we evaluated the influence of the

number of classes from ImageNet21k on the non-multiple
resolution finetuned CLIP performance. Fig. 4B shows
the results of zero-shot classification in the CUB data set
with varying proportions of training classes, specifically in
12.5%, 25%, 50%, 100% classes used for training. The re-
sults indicate a steady increase in the success rate, corre-
lated with the increase in the number of different classes.
Furthermore, we explored the impact of increasing the num-
ber of images per class during training, employing the com-
plete class set on the Flowers dataset. The tests were carried
out with sets of 5, 10, 20, 40 images per class, as depicted in
Fig. 4C. The data suggests that incorporating up to 20 im-
ages per class is advantageous, with the difference in per-
formance between 20 and 40 images being marginal.

6. Discussion and Conclusions
In this study, we explore the capability of CLIP in recog-

nition of attributes of objects and their parts, as well as
on the zero-shot classification task based on descriptions.
Our initial investigations revealed significant limitations of
CLIP in recognizing attributes of objects and their parts
through carefully crafted experiments. Subsequently, we
proposed a training approach and a modified CLIP archi-
tecture that improved performance on various fine-grained
datasets. This result is noteworthy considering that the
training data were automatically curated, which might have
introduced some noise.

However, an inherent limitation of our work stems from
the late-fusion architecture of CLIP. This design implies that
the image encoder lacks direct awareness of the specific
image regions to which the text descriptions refer, neces-
sitating inefficient encoding of extensive data into its latent
space. An intriguing avenue for future research involves ex-
ploring advances with versions of CLIP that also integrate
spatial localization, such as extensions of AlphaCLIP [21].

8



Acknowledgments
This work was supported in part by the DARPA ECOLE

program. The authors would like to thank DARPA for their
support and guidance throughout this project.

References
[1] Lukas Bossard, Matthieu Guillaumin, and Luc Van Gool.

Food-101 – mining discriminative components with random
forests. In European Conference on Computer Vision, 2014.
7

[2] Chun-Fu Chen, Quanfu Fan, and Rameswar Panda. Crossvit:
Cross-attention multi-scale vision transformer for image
classification, 2021. 2

[3] Keyan Chen, Xiaolong Jiang, Yao Hu, Xu Tang, Yan Gao,
Jianqi Chen, and Weidi Xie. Ovarnet: Towards open-
vocabulary object attribute recognition. In Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, pages 23518–23527, 2023. 3

[4] Prannay Kaul, Weidi Xie, and Andrew Zisserman. Multi-
modal classifiers for open-vocabulary object detection. In
ICML, 2023. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5

[5] Aditya Khosla, Nityananda Jayadevaprakash, Bangpeng
Yao, and Li Fei-Fei. Novel dataset for fine-grained image
categorization: Stanford dogs. In Proc. CVPR Workshop on
Fine-Grained Visual Categorization (FGVC), 2011. 7

[6] Jonathan Krause, Michael Stark, Jia Deng, and Li Fei-Fei.
3d object representations for fine-grained categorization. In
4th International IEEE Workshop on 3D Representation and
Recognition (3dRR-13), 2013. 7

[7] Christopher Liao, Theodoros Tsiligkaridis, and Brian Kulis.
Descriptor and word soups: Overcoming the parameter ef-
ficiency accuracy tradeoff for out-of-distribution few-shot
learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2311.13612, 2023. 2

[8] Tsung-Yi Lin, Piotr Dollár, Ross Girshick, Kaiming He,
Bharath Hariharan, and Serge Belongie. Feature pyramid
networks for object detection, 2017. 2

[9] Sachit Menon and Carl Vondrick. Visual classification via
description from large language models. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2210.07183, 2022. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5

[10] Maria-Elena Nilsback and Andrew Zisserman. Automated
flower classification over a large number of classes. In
Proceedings of the Indian Conference on Computer Vision,
Graphics and Image Processing, 2008. 7

[11] Omkar M. Parkhi, Andrea Vedaldi, Andrew Zisserman, and
C. V. Jawahar. Cats and dogs. In IEEE Conference on Com-
puter Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2012. 7

[12] Sarah Pratt, Ian Covert, Rosanne Liu, and Ali Farhadi. What
does a platypus look like? generating customized prompts
for zero-shot image classification. In Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision,
pages 15691–15701, 2023. 1, 2, 3

[13] Shuhan Qi, Zhengying Cao, Jun Rao, Lei Wang, Jing Xiao,
and Xuan Wang. What is the limitation of multimodal llms?
a deeper look into multimodal llms through prompt prob-
ing. Information Processing & Management, 60(6):103510,
2023. 2

[14] 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. 1

[15] Vignesh Ramanathan, Anmol Kalia, Vladan Petrovic, Yi
Wen, Baixue Zheng, Baishan Guo, Rui Wang, Aaron Mar-
quez, Rama Kovvuri, Abhishek Kadian, Amir Mousavi, Yi-
wen Song, Abhimanyu Dubey, and Dhruv Mahajan. Paco:
Parts and attributes of common objects, 2023. 6, 7

[16] Tal Ridnik, Emanuel Ben-Baruch, Asaf Noy, and Lihi
Zelnik-Manor. Imagenet-21k pretraining for the masses. In
Thirty-fifth Conference on Neural Information Processing
Systems Datasets and Benchmarks Track (Round 1), 2021.
5

[17] Olaf Ronneberger, Philipp Fischer, and Thomas Brox. U-net:
Convolutional networks for biomedical image segmentation,
2015. 2

[18] Karsten Roth, Jae Myung Kim, A Koepke, Oriol Vinyals,
Cordelia Schmid, and Zeynep Akata. Waffling around for
performance: Visual classification with random words and
broad concepts. In ICCV, 2023. 1, 2, 3

[19] Piyush Sharma, Nan Ding, Sebastian Goodman, and Radu
Soricut. Conceptual captions: A cleaned, hypernymed, im-
age alt-text dataset for automatic image captioning. In Pro-
ceedings of ACL, 2018. 2, 6

[20] Baifeng Shi, Ziyang Wu, Maolin Mao, Xin Wang, and Trevor
Darrell. When do we not need larger vision models?, 2024.
2, 4, 5, 6

[21] Zeyi Sun, Ye Fang, Tong Wu, Pan Zhang, Yuhang Zang, Shu
Kong, Yuanjun Xiong, Dahua Lin, and Jiaqi Wang. Alpha-
clip: A clip model focusing on wherever you want. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2312.03818, 2023. 8

[22] Xinyu Tian, Shu Zou, Zhaoyuan Yang, and Jing Zhang.
Argue: Attribute-guided prompt tuning for vision-language
models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2311.16494, 2023. 2

[23] Jonathan Tompson, Ross Goroshin, Arjun Jain, Yann LeCun,
and Christopher Bregler. Efficient object localization using
convolutional networks, 2015. 2

[24] C. Wah, S. Branson, P. Welinder, P. Perona, and S. Belongie.
The caltech-ucsd birds-200-2011 dataset. Computation &
Neural Systems Technical Report, 2011. 7

[25] An Yan, Yu Wang, Yiwu Zhong, Chengyu Dong, Zexue He,
Yujie Lu, William Yang Wang, Jingbo Shang, and Julian
McAuley. Learning concise and descriptive attributes for
visual recognition. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Inter-
national Conference on Computer Vision, pages 3090–3100,
2023. 2

[26] Jianwei Yang, Chunyuan Li, Pengchuan Zhang, Xiyang Dai,
Bin Xiao, Lu Yuan, and Jianfeng Gao. Focal self-attention
for local-global interactions in vision transformers, 2021. 2

[27] Yue Yang, Artemis Panagopoulou, Shenghao Zhou, Daniel
Jin, Chris Callison-Burch, and Mark Yatskar. Language
in a bottle: Language model guided concept bottlenecks
for interpretable image classification. In Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, pages 19187–19197, 2023. 2

9



[28] Mert Yuksekgonul, Federico Bianchi, Pratyusha Kalluri,
Dan Jurafsky, and James Zou. When and why vision-
language models behave like bags-of-words, and what to
do about it? In The Eleventh International Conference on
Learning Representations, 2022. 1, 2, 3

[29] Renrui Zhang, Xiangfei Hu, Bohao Li, Siyuan Huang, Han-
qiu Deng, Yu Qiao, Peng Gao, and Hongsheng Li. Prompt,
generate, then cache: Cascade of foundation models makes
strong few-shot learners. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition,
pages 15211–15222, 2023. 2

[30] Tiancheng Zhao, Tianqi Zhang, Mingwei Zhu, Haozhan
Shen, Kyusong Lee, Xiaopeng Lu, and Jianwei Yin. Vl-
checklist: Evaluating pre-trained vision-language models
with objects, attributes and relations, 2023. 1

10


	. Introduction
	. Related Work
	. CLIP Description Deficiency
	. CLIP is bad at detecting part's attributes
	. Classification with and without class names

	. Method
	. Description Creation and Name Removal
	. Selection and Fine-Tuning on ImageNet21k
	. Enhancing CLIP Architecture Using Multiple Resolutions

	. Experiments and Results
	. Implementation details
	. Assessing CLIP for Object and Part Attribute Classification on PACO
	. Assessing CLIP for Classification by Description
	. Analysis

	. Discussion and Conclusions

