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Abstract—Compositional understanding allows visual language
models to interpret complex relationships between objects, at-
tributes, and relations in images and text. However, most existing
methods often rely on hard negative examples and fine-tuning,
which can overestimate improvements and are limited by the
difficulty of obtaining hard negatives. In this work, we introduce
Zero-Shot Compositional Understanding (ZS-CU), a novel task
that enhances compositional understanding without requiring
hard negative training data. We propose YUKINO (Yielded
Compositional Understanding Knowledge via Textual Inversion
with NO), which uses textual inversion to map unlabeled images
to pseudo-tokens in a pre-trained CLIP model. We propose
introducing “no” logical regularization to address the issue of
token interaction in inversion. Additionally, we suggest using
knowledge distillation to reduce the time complexity of textual
inversion. Experimental results show that YUKINO outperforms
the existing multi-modal SOTA models by over 8% on the Sugar-
CREPE benchmark, and also achieves significant improvements
in image retrieval tasks.

Index Terms—Compositional Understanding, Vision-Language
Models, Textual Inversion,Knowledge Distillation,Image-Text Re-
trieval

I. INTRODUCTION

Compositionality is a fundamental feature common to hu-
man vision and natural language. With compositional un-
derstanding, people can understand new and more complex
scenarios by composing structured representations (i.e., ob-
jects, attributes, and relations). For example, compositional
understanding allows people to distinguish between “A person
without glasses pushes a person with glasses sitting in a box”
and “A person with glasses pushes a person without glasses
sitting in a box”. However, understanding these scenes remains
a difficult task for visual language models. As shown in
Fig. 1 (a), the semantic similarity between the caption and the
aligned image, as provided by CLIP, is lower than the semantic
similarity between the caption and the unaligned image.

Compositional understanding data differ from traditional
image-text pairs in that they often contain one or more
hard negative samples that are very similar to the original
sample. Creating a dataset for compositional understanding
is expensive because this type of data is difficult to obtain
directly over the Internet. For hard negative text, current
studies [1]–[3] can generate hard negative captions corre-
sponding to captions in an automated way, but this may lead
to implicit issues such as unreasonable descriptions and lack
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(b) Workflow of our method under image-to-text retrieval.

Fig. 1. YUKINO introduces a simple enhancement to CLIP that significantly
improves its compositional understanding. (a) CLIP and our method YUKINO
give similarity scores for captions paired with aligned and unaligned images.
(b) Workflow of our proposed method YUKINO under image-to-text retrieval.

of fluency [3]. However, for hard negative image, current
works [4], [5]usually rely on manually curated and small
data scale because hard negative images are more difficult to
obtain. Current works addressing compositional understanding
[6]–[8] rely on supervision to learn the difference between
caption and negative caption. For example, Structure-CLIP
[7] trains CLIP using structural knowledge from scene graphs
on the VG-Attribution [2] dataset (a dataset focused on text-
based swapped hard negative types), while TripletCLIP [6]
enhances compositional reasoning capabilities by introducing
a new contrastive pre-training strategy based on generative
compositional hard negative samples (containing both text and
images). Although current approaches have shown promising
results, their reliance on expensively supervised data is such
that the models are unintentionally overfitting.

To eliminate the need for expensive compositional
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data, we introduce a new task: Zero-Shot Compositional
Understanding(ZS-CU). The goal of zero-shot compositional
understanding is to design a method that actually improves
compositionality without the need for supervised learning,
rather than enabling the model to learn to distinguish between
the artifacts of hard negatives and positives.

We hypothesize that trained generative models, especially
style transfer models, are capable of understanding the com-
plexity of compositional understanding tasks. This hypothesis
is based on the idea that generative models can capture high-
level visual semantics and pixel-level details, even styles and
patterns that are difficult to describe through natural language.
To tackle ZS-CU, we propose an approach named Yielded
compositional Understanding Knowledge via textual Inversion
with NO(YUKINO), which is based on a frozen pre-trained
CLIP [9] visual language model. We aim to invert specific
images into their corresponding text generation prompts and
concatenate them with relevant caption. This text prompt
corresponds to a textual representation in the CLIP token
embedding space, which we refer to as the pseudo-token.
Such pseudo-tokens effectively capture high-level semantics
and fine-grained visual representations in the embedding space
of the text encoder, allowing objects to be distinguished from
other candidate representations through these embeddings.
We bootstrap the entire mapping process by text inversion,
following the terminology introduced in [10]. YUKINO is
obtained through two-phase training on an unlabeled image
dataset. In the first phase, our goal is to obtain pseudo-tokens
$ that accurately represent the semantic structure of images.
We guide the pseudo-tokens to distinguish the structural rep-
resentation of images by introducing “no” logical captions
to replace hard negative samples. On the other hand, we
apply regularization during the inversion process to address
the interaction issues between pseudo-tokens and other text
tokens. In the second phase, we distill the above optimization-
based textual inversion into a single model Θ, aiming at
obtaining a model that can map any image into pseudo-token.

In inference, given a query (I, T ), we add “yes” prompt and
“no” prompt to each caption T to generate “yes” caption T t

and “no” caption Tn. After that we predict the pseudo-token
corresponding to I by Θ and concatenate it to T t and Tn.
To establish a unique match between images and captions, we
define the best-matching caption for each image as the one
whose “yes” version’s similarity with the image is greater
than the similarity between the “no” version of any other
caption and the image. Similarly, the best-matching image
for each caption is determined similarly. Fig. 1 (b) shows the
workflow of the proposed approach. Results on SugarCREPE
and Winoground show the state-of-the-art(SOTA) preformance
of YUKINO and the effectiveness of its components.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:
• We propose a new task, Zero-Shot Compositional Under-

standing, to remove the necessity of expensive labeled
training data for compositional understanding;

• We propose a novel approach called YUKINO that relies
on a textual inversion to solve ZS-CU by mapping

images to pseudo-tokens. Our approach consists of two
phases: optimization-based textual inversion using “no”
regularization loss and knowledge distillation to obtain a
network that can invert everything images;

• YUKINO achieves SOTA on SugarCREPE and signif-
icantly improves image retrieval capabilities, effectively
addressing the issue where CLIP models only distinguish
between artifacts of positive and hard negative samples,
lacking compositionality.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Compositional Understanding

Compositional understanding embodies the ability of a
model to match images and texts that have identical word
composition. [2] presents ARO, a benchmark for investigat-
ing the sensitivity of VLMs to object order, relations and
attributes. This study demonstrates that existing VLMs, despite
performing well on downstream tasks, have little composi-
tional understanding, and presents Neg-CLIP to improve on
the investigated shortcomings. Next, CREPE [1] proposes a
benchmark for assessing VLM compositional through sys-
tematicity and productivity. SugarCREPE [3] refines bias
in ARO and CREPE to provide high-quality compositional
datasets. To enhance vision-language models’ compositional
understanding, existing methods suggest training strategies
that utilize additional data, models, and/or losses [11]–[15].
One of the methods that stood out was training the model by
augmenting the training data with hard negatives and correct
captions [2], [7]. Although, these methods seem to improve
the compositionality of the benchmarks, the models actually
utilise the biases in the dataset to achieve this advancement.
We analyse this issue in our evaluation.

B. Textual Inversion

In the field of text-to-image generation, extracting mean-
ingful semantic information from images and mapping it to
tokens representing concepts has been proposed as a promising
technique for generating highly personalised images [10], [16].
Current work [10] proposes a method for performing text
inversion using the reconstruction loss of a diffusion model.
In addition to the field of text-to-image generation, textual
inversion has also been applied to image retrieval tasks [17]–
[20]. PALAVRA [17] pre-trains a mapping function from pre-
trained labeled image data and later optimises the concept of
input words in the inference phase. Pic2Word [20] training
textual inversion network on CC3M dataset [21] using a cycle
contrastive loss. In our work, we capture more fine-grained
image semantic information in the text embedding space
by introducing ”no” logic captions combined with negative
regularization.

C. Knowledge Distillation

Knowledge distillation is a technique for transferring knowl-
edge from large, computationally expensive teacher models to
smaller student models without reducing validity [22], [23].
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Fig. 2. Overview of YUKINO. (a) Optimization-based Textual Inversion: we generate a pseudo-token v∗ from an image I(left part). (b) Pre-training of textual
inversion network: we train a network on unlabeled images to gain the ability to quickly invert arbitrary images(right part)

The approach has been successfully applied to several com-
puter vision tasks through self-supervised learning. DINOv2
[24] distils a series of models that outperform OpenCLIP on
the basis of a pre-trained ViT model with a billion parameters.
[25] examines the effectiveness of knowledge distillation for
CLIP in terms of relation, feature, gradient and contrastive
paradigm. In our work, we extract the knowledge obtained
by computationally expensive optimisation-based textual in-
version methods into a small neural network via knowledge
distillation. In other words, our textual inversion network is an
alternative model to resource-intensive optimisation methods.

III. METHODOLOGY

A. Overview

Our approach leverages CLIP [9], a vision-language model
trained on a large-scale dataset to align images with their
corresponding text within a shared embedding space. CLIP
consists of a visual encoder ϕ and a text encoder ψ. Given
an image x, visual features f = ϕ(x) by the visual encoder
ϕ. Given a caption t, word embedding layer Γ will map
each tokenized word into token embedding space, and then
the text encoder ψ gets text feature g = ψ(Γ(t)). Our
approach aims to generate an image representation that can
be used as input to the CLIP text encoder, which we call
pseudo-token since it does not correspond to the actual word.
These pseudo-tokens effectively capture high-level semantics
and fine-grained visual representations within the embedding
space of the text encoder, enabling the correct objects to

be distinguished from candidate representations through these
embeddings.

Inspired by text-conditioned controls in image editing and
style transfer, we hypothesize that powerful generative meth-
ods can effectively capture fine-grained visual representations.
Our approach, named “YUKINO”, leverages a two-stage
training process on unlabeled image datasets to transfer this
capability to compositional understanding in a discriminative
task setting. First, we obtain pre-generated pseudo-tokens by
inverting a set of specific images through an optimization-
based textual inversion method (OTI). Second, we train Θ by
knowledge distillation in the pre-generated pseudo-tokens. The
text inversion network Θ takes as input the visual features
passing through the CLIP visual encoder and outputs the
corresponding pseudo-token. We only use a single pseudo-
token to represent the image because [10] shows that a single
pseudo-token is sufficient to encode the image information.

Essentially, OTI performs the same operation as Θ, captur-
ing fine-grained visual representations with correct structural
information within the shared embedding space. However,
due to the iterative nature of OTI, directly using it during
inference incurs a non-negligible time overhead. Considering
that the effectiveness of OTI in generating pseudo-tokens has
been demonstrated (in Section IV), we propose to distill the
knowledge of OTI into a feed-forward network that has both
the strong expressive power of OTI and a negligible time
overhead. We refer to our approach as YUKINO, and when
we use only OTI, we call our approach YUKINO-OTI.



B. Optimization-based Textual Inversion (OTI)

Given an image I , we find v∗ through direct optimization.
Specifically, we represent the structural information to be
captured from the image as a character $. We intervene in
the embedding process, and replace the vector associated with
the labeled character with the newly learned embedding v∗.
Fundamentally, it is the infusion of visual information into our
vocabulary, where we can form new sentences that contain
image information, just as we would with any other word.
Fig. 2 provides an overview of OTI.

To regulate the optimization process, we randomly sam-
ple the context T yes originating from the PALAVRA [17]
template, e.g., “A photo of a $”, and feed it into the CLIP
text encoder ψ to obtain gyes = ψ(T yes). In order to equip
pseudo-tokens with the ability to distinguish between struc-
tured representations rather than simply mapping global visual
representations, we introduce “no” logic captions instead of
using hard negative captions (such as those involving object
swaps within captions), e.g., “A photo of no $”, which is fed
into the CLIP text encoder ψ, to obtain the negative text feature
gno = ψ(Tno). Given an image I , we obtain image features
f = ϕ(I) from the CLIP image encoder.

Our goal is to obtain a pseudo-token v∗ that has com-
positionality about the image I , so we make the distance
between the image and the positive textual features smaller
than the distance between the image and the negative text in
the common embedding space of CLIP. To achieve our aim,
we utilize CLIP-based triplet loss:

Ltri = max{∥f − gyes∥2 − ∥f − gno∥2 + 1, 0} (1)

However, since image features and word token embeddings
are located in their own spaces, Ltri forces the pseudo-
token into sparse regions of the CLIP token embedding space.
To ensure that the pseudo-token does not collapse into a
meaningless representation, we use regularization techniques
to constrain it within the CLIP token embedding manifold,
enhancing its interaction with other text token and thereby
improving its reasoning ability.

For an unlabeled image I , we identify multiple objects most
similar to it and randomly sample one during each iteration.
A GPT-prompted caption T yes is created using the sampled
object, while replacing the object with $ generates the pseudo-
caption T̂ yes. CLIP’s text encoder is then used to extract
features gyes = ψ(T yes) and ĝyes = ψ(T̂ yes), aligning them
by minimizing their cosine loss:

Lyes
gpt = 1− cos

(
gyes, ĝyes

)
(2)

For “no” logic texts, we minimize the distance between gno
and ĝno using the same loss. This loss takes into account the
context of the text while v∗ associates the semantics of the
image, enhancing the ability of v∗ to interact with other text
tokens. During the OTI, our total losses were:

LOTI = λtriLtri + λOTIgpt

(
Lyes
gpt + Lno

gpt

)
(3)

where λtri and λOTIgpt are the loss weights.

C. Pre-training of textual inversion network

The pseudo-tokens extracted by OTI are highly effective,
capturing the image’s structural information and functioning
like words for easy application. To address the long execution
time caused by OTI inverting specific images, we designed
a surrogate model through knowledge distillation, which can
invert any image. In this work, we adopt a simple network
with three linear layers, referred to as Θ.

During training, we define a small batch with N input pairs
as B = {Ii}Ni=1 ∈ D, where D is an unlabeled image datasets.
On the one hand, we use the OTI to map each image to a
pseudo-token, which ultimately leads to a set of pseudo-tokens
V∗ = {vi∗}Ni=1. Although this process is time-consuming, it
is a one-time event and we find it acceptable. On the other
hand, we map the visual features of the image to the predicted
pseudo-token through Θ, i.e., ṽi∗ = Θ(f i). We optimize this
process using symmetric contrastive loss as follows:

LCLR = − 1

N

N∑
k=1

[
ℓ
(
ṽk∗ , v

k
∗ , v

j
∗
)
+ ℓ

(
vk∗ , ṽ

k
∗ , ṽ

j
∗
)]

(4)

where ℓ is used to maximize the cosine distance between the
pre-generated pseudo-token vi∗ and the Θ predicted pseudo-
token ṽi∗ while minimizing the similarity between different
tokens, formulated as follow:

ℓ (α, β, γ) = log
exp

(
cos(α,β)

τ

)
∑N

j=1 exp
(

cos(β,γ)
τ

)
+

∑
j ̸=k exp

(
cos(α,γ)

τ

)
(5)

where τ is a temperature parameter.
To normalize the training of Θ, we follow the same regu-

larization technique described in OTI. The total loss function
used to update the weights of Θ is:

LY UKINO = λCLRLCLR + λgpt
(
Lyes
gpt + Lno

gpt

)
(6)

where λCLR and λgpt are the loss weights.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Datasets and Evaluation Metrics

1) Pretraining Datasets: We trained CLIP on the same pre-
training dataset, LAION-2B [26], and used it as the backbone
to reproduce the baselines following the methods in the orig-
inal papers. For the recently released TripletCLIP [6], since
the training code has not been made publicly available, we
directly used the original data from their paper and compared
it with NegCLIP [8], trained on the same pretraining dataset.

2) Downstream Datasets: The main goal of this study
is to enhance CLIP’s compositional capability; therefore,
OpenCLIP-ViT-B/32 is used as the backbone model in the
experiments. We evaluate YUKINO and baseline models using
the SugarCREPE and Winoground compositional benchmarks.
Additional backbone experiment results are provided in the
appendix.



TABLE I
RESULTS (%) ON VISION-LANGUAGE COMPOSITIONALITY BENCHMARKS AS IMAGE-TO-TEXT RETRIEVAL PROBLEM. THE BENCHMARK IS

SUGARCREPE. BEST AND SECOND-BEST SCORES ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD AND UNDERLINED, RESPECTIVELY. † INDICATES RESULTS FROM THE
ORIGINAL PAPER, AND THE RESULTS OF OTHER METHODS ARE REPRODUCED BY US.

Dataset Method REPLACE SWAP ADD Avg
obj att rel obj att obj att REPLACE SWAP ADD

LAION2B

CLIP [9] 93.77 82.49 68.92 60.00 67.42 87.10 77.89 81.73 63.71 82.50
Neg-CLIP [8] 92.62 84.64 71.41 74.69 76.58 86.71 85.26 82.89 75.64 85.99

Structure-CLIP [7] 91.77 86.8 75.32 74.29 84.83 88.94 88.01 84.63 79.56 88.48
YUKINO-OTI (Ours) 97.82 95.43 91.68 87.76 90.69 96.51 94.80 94.98 89.23 95.66

YUKINO (Ours) 97.15 94.80 91.25 88.57 89.79 96.65 93.21 94.40 89.18 94.93

CC12M Neg-CLIP† [8] 77.84 69.29 63.23 66.53 62.31 67.71 69.65 70.12 64.42 68.41
TripletCLIP† [6] 83.66 81.22 79.02 64.49 63.66 73.67 75.43 81.30 64.08 74.55

3) Evaluation Metrics: The evaluation metrics are based on
accuracy, but the Winoground benchmark demands stronger
compositional understanding. It requires the model to accu-
rately distinguish the correct pairings in the mixed matching
combinations, where the Group Score demands both text
retrieval and image retrieval to be correct simultaneously. The
evaluation follows the methods outlined in CLIP-Benchmark1

or the official benchmarks.

B. Implementation Details

All of our experiments are performed on 4× NVIDIA
A6000 GPU with the Pytorch framework. We use the unla-
beled test set of ImageNet1K [27] as the unlabeled dataset to
optimize OTI and train Θ. The loss weights λtri and λOTIgpt

in (3) are set to 1 and 0.5, respectively. The loss weights λCLR

and λgpt in (6) are set to 1 and 0.5. We use GPT-Neo-2.7B [28]
to generate “{gpt text}”. Due to space constraints, we provide
the implementation details in the supplementary material.

C. Comparison Results with State-of-the-art Methods

1) Quantitative comparison on SugarCREPE: We present
the quantitative results of our method compared with re-
cent state-of-the-art methods on the SugarCREPE benchmark,
as shown in Table I. Our method consistently outperforms
all models based on the same CLIP framework. On aver-
age, YUKINO using ViT-B-32 outperforms Structure-CLIP
by 9.77% on REPLACE, 9.62% on SWAP and 6.45% on
ADD, respectively. In the REPLACE and ADD categories,
TripletCLIP outperforms NegCLIP by an average of 11.18%
and 6.14%, respectively. In contrast, our YUKINO surpasses
NegCLIP by an average of 11.51%, 13.54% and 8.94% across
the three aspects, further highlighting the superiority of our
method. It is worth noting that the iterative OTI inversion
of an image takes an average of 108 seconds, while the text
inversion network only takes 2 seconds to invert an image.
With a significant reduction in text inversion time, YUKINO
demonstrates stronger compositional ability than YUKINO-
OTI in the more challenging swap-obj task, while performing
similarly to YUKINO-OTI in other aspects.

1https://github.com/LAION-AI/CLIP benchmark

TABLE II
COMPARISON OF RESULTS (%) ON WINOGROUND BENCHMARK

Dtaset Method Text Image Group

LAION2B

CLIP [9] 34.75 11.00 7.50
Neg-CLIP [8] 20.50 12.25 6.50

Structure-CLIP [7] 22.50 14.00 8.25
YUKINO-OTI (Ours) 66.75 42.50 37.50

YUKINO (Ours) 74.00 46.25 42.75

CC12M Neg-CLIP† [8] 18.25 6.50 4.25
TripletCLIP† [6] 23.25 6.25 4.25

-
LLaVA-1.5 [29] 36.00 33.25 20.05

GPT-4V [14] 54.50 42.50 37.75
GPT-4V+CoCoT† [14] 58.50 49.50 44.50

2) Quantitative comparison on Winoground: In Table II, we
report the results on the Winoground benchmark. Compared
to SugarCREPE, our method demonstrates more substantial
improvements on Winoground, excelling in image retrieval.
The reason why YUKINO outperforms YUKINO-OTI is that
YUKINO learns from pseudo-tokens pre-generated on a larger
dataset, which enhances its ability to capture visual semantics.
Table II also compares YUKINO with various multimodal
large language models, which involve more parameters and
training data, showing that YUKINO achieves comparable per-
formance to GPT-4V with chain-of-thought reasoning (GPT-
4V+CoCoT) in image retrieval.

D. Representation Distribution Analysis

We observe that models fine-tuned with hard negatives
exhibit significantly different performance on SugarCREPE
and Winoground. On the SugarCREPE benchmark, the model
only needs to learn to identify the caption that better matches
the image between the hard negative caption and the positive
caption to improve its score. However, on Winoground, the
model must correctly match each image-text pair within a set
of mixed image-text combinations.

We attribute this stark difference to the fact that models
like Neg-CLIP, fine-tuned with hard negatives, only learn
to distinguish the artifacts between hard negative instances
and positive instances without improving compositionality. We

https://github.com/LAION-AI/CLIP_benchmark
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(b) Neg-CLIP
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(d) YUKINO

Fig. 3. Similarity density of CLIP, Neg-CLIP, Structure-CLIP and YUKINO. (a), (b), (c) and (d) show the similarity density of image0 with all captions and
caption0 with all images in Winoground for the 4 models, respectively.

conducted an experiment to verify our conclusions. Specifi-
cally, we extracted image and text features from Winoground
and calculated their cosine similarities. Finally, we used kernel
density estimation to estimate the density of these similarities,
as shown in Fig. 3. The ideal outcome should be that image0
features matches caption0 features. From Fig. 3, we find
that the original CLIP, Neg-CLIP and Structure-CLIP fails to
achieve it because all similarities are mixed together. On the
contrary, YUKINO has the smallest overlapping region for
both similarity densities and has higher values on < fi0, gc0 >
and lower values on < fi0, gc1 > and < fi1, gc0 >. This
suggests that YUKINO can enhance the compositionality of
vision-language models by capturing visual details that are
difficult to express in natural language.

TABLE III
ABLATION RESULTS ON WINOGROUND.

Abl. Method Text Image Group

OTI

w/o reg 51.25 30.50 24.00
w/o “yes” reg 56.75 35.50 31.25
w/o “no” reg 71.75 44.00 36.75

YUKINO-OTI 66.75 42.50 37.50

Θ

cos distill 52.75 26.50 23.00
w/o reg 64.25 42.00 37.75

w/o “yes” reg 66.00 42.25 38.25
w/o “no” reg 66.00 36.50 33.25

YUKINO 74.00 46.25 42.75

LM YUKINO-llama 74.00 45.50 42.25

Datasets YUKINO-VG 73.00 48.00 45.00

E. Ablation Studies

1) Analysis of the impact of different language model:
We evaluate the effectiveness of different language models
in capturing visual information by replacing GPT-Neo-2.7B
with LLama3-8B [30] to generate “gpt text”. The version
using LLama3’s Θ variant is referred to as YUKINO-llama.

YUKINO-llama performs similarly to YUKINO in Text Score
but slightly worse in Image Score and Group Score. While
LLama3-8B generates more detailed captions, it still relies on
image features during training, and YUKINO-llama does not
add additional visual context, limiting its ability to capture
richer visual semantics.

2) Analysis of the impact of different datasets: We also
trained a variant of Θ using the Visual Genome [31] training
dataset, referred to as YUKINO-VG. Visual Genome offers
more structured image information than ImageNet1K, provid-
ing a richer context for the model. Importantly, we use only the
raw images, keeping the approach unsupervised. Our method
further enhances CLIP’s compositional ability in this richer
visual context, consistent with previous analysis.

3) Analysis of the impact of regularization loss: We demon-
strate the effectiveness of the regularization loss through ex-
periments. w/o reg, w/o “yes” reg, and w/o “no” reg represent
no regularization loss, using only the “no” regularization loss,
and using only the “yes” regularization loss, respectively. We
can see that both regularization losses can improve the role of
pseudo-token in compositional understanding. Although using
only the “yes” regularization achieves higher performance in
a single aspect, we believe that overall performance is more
important in more complex scenarios, making it necessary to
use both regularizations simultaneously.

4) Analysis of the impact of distillation loss: Compared
to the cosine version of the distillation loss (cos distill),
the contrastive version of the distillation loss significantly
improves performance. This suggests that learning from OTI
pre-generated tokens is more effective than learning from the
original image.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we propose a method to address zero-shot
compositional understanding. Our model aims to (1) eliminate
the dependency on expensive compositional data and (2)



capture high-level visual semantics from images to enhance
the model’s compositional understanding ability. Our approach
embeds complex visual representations into natural language
text for true compositional understanding, rather than relying
on artificial patterns between samples.
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VI. SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

A. Implementation Details

We introduced the main implementation details of our
model in the main paper, here we provide a more compre-
hensive explanation.

1) Optimization-based Textual Inversion (OTI): We con-
ducted 350 iterations on the test split of the ImageNet dataset
and validated on the validation split of the COCO dataset.
Learning rates were swept over {2e− 3, 2e− 2, 5e− 2}, and
loss weights λOTIgpt were explored in {0.5, 0.75, 1}, with
models selected based on retrieval performance on the COCO
validation set. An exponential moving average with a decay
rate of 0.99 was applied. For an unlabeled image I , we utilized
the zero-shot classification capability of CLIP to categorize
it among the 20K classes of the Open Images V7 dataset.
A hyperparameter kwas introduced to denote the k distinct
visual objects most similar to I , and we set k = 15 for
our experiments. Using a single A6000 GPU, OTI for CLIP
(ViT-B/32 backbone) required approximately 108 seconds per
image with a batch size of 32, and the entire iterative process
took 101 hours to complete on a single A6000 GPU.

2) Textual Inversion Network Θ: We train YUKINO for 50
epochs, sweeping learning rates over {1e− 6, 1e− 5, 1e− 4}
and selecting models based on retrieval performance on the
COCO validation set. The batch size is set to 256, and loss
weights λgpt are swept over {0.5, 0.75, 1} to determine the
best model. The temperature τ in Eq. 5 is fixed at 0.25. For
each image, we set the number of associated visual objects k to
150. Using a single A6000 GPU, YUKINO (with a ViT-B/32
backbone) processes approximately 2 seconds per image with
a batch size of 256. Training the textual inversion network Θ
takes 18 hours in total on a single A6000 GPU. Details of
the textual inversion network Θ architecture are provided in
Table IV. For the B/32 and B/16 backbones, the dimensions
of the CLIP feature space and token embedding space (d and
dw) are both 512. For the L/14 backbone, d and dw are both
768.

3) Both OTI and Θ: We used the GPT-Neo-2.7B model,
which has 2.7 billion parameters and was developed by
EleutherAI, to generate the phrases for regularization. For each
of the 20,932 class names in the Open Images V7 dataset ,
we pre-generated 256 phrases, with a temperature of 0.5 and
a length constraint of a maximum of 35 tokens. The AdamW
optimizer was used with a weight decay of 0.01. Mixed
precision was used to save memory and enhance computational
efficiency.

B. Evaluation Detail

In both evaluation, we are using accuracy as our metric.
However, due to the different composition of the datasets, there
are differences in the way accuracy is calculated. Specifically,
in SugarCREPE, the acc for an input is computed according
to:

acc(I, T t, Tn) =

{
1 s(T t, I) > s(Tn, I)
0 otherwise

(7)

TABLE IV
PYTORCH-STYLE DESCRIPTION OF THE TEXTUAL INVERSION NETWORK
Θ. d AND dw REPRESENT THE DIMENSION OF THE CLIP FEATURE SPACE

AND TOKEN EMBEDDING SPACE Γ, RESPECTIVELY.

Layer Module

Input nn.Linear(d, d ∗ 4)
GELU nn.GELU

Dropout nn.Dropout(0.5)
Hidden nn.Linear(d ∗ 4, d ∗ 4)
GELU nn.GELU

Dropout nn.Dropout(0.5)
Output nn.Linear(d ∗ 4, dw)

However, at Winoground, matching success requires a
stronger compositional understanding of models. Concretely,
given images It and In and captions T t and Tn, the text score
for an example(It, In, T t, Tn) is computed according to:

f(It, In, T t, Tn) =

1 s(T t, It) > s(Tn, It)
and s(Tn, In) > s(T t, In)

0 otherwise
(8)

The image score for an example is computed according to:

g(It, In, T t, Tn) =

1 s(T t, It) > s(T t, In)
and s(Tn, In) > s(Tn, It)

0 otherwise
(9)

The group score is:

h(It, In, T t, Tn) =

1 f(It, In, T t, Tn)
and g(It, In, T t, Tn)

0 otherwise
(10)

The s(·) is the similarity of the image/caption pair.

C. Detailed Results

Previously, we reported results on the SugarCREPE and
Winoground benchmarks. However, to demonstrate the effec-
tiveness of our approach across different backbones, we also
evaluated other backbones, such as ViT-B/16 and ViT-L/14.

In Table V, our approach demonstrates optimal perfor-
mance across all backbones. DataComp has superior data
quality compared to LAION2B, and ViT-L/14 has a more
complex architecture than ViT-B/32, which enables the vi-
sual encoder to capture higher-level visual semantics more
effectively. Additionally, our YUKINO model, trained on pre-
generated pseudo-tokens, further enhances this ability, result-
ing in stronger compositionality.

In Table VI, we present the results of our method on
Winoground. Our approach achieves the best performance
in terms of Text Score, Image Score and Group Score. We
added two new metrics to Winoground: Single Image Score
and Single Text Score. The Single Image Score evaluates
one image with two text captions, simplifying Winoground’s
metric to a level comparable with SugarCREPE. Compared
to CLIP, Neg-CLIP and Structure-CLIP show a slight drop
in Text Score and Single Image Score. However, YUKINO
delivers improvements across all backbones. As described by
SugarCREPE [3], the unintentionally overfitting of the model



TABLE V
COMPOSITION EVALUATIONS OF THE METHODS ON VARIOUS BACKBONE. THE BENCHMARK IS SUGARCREPE. BEST AND SECOND-BEST SCORES ARE

HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD AND UNDERLINED, RESPECTIVELY.

Dataset Method REPLACE SWAP ADD Avg
obj att rel obj att obj att REPLACE SWAP ADD

Image Encoder: ViT-B-16

DataComp

CLIP 92.68 79.82 63.94 56.33 57.66 84.34 78.61 78.81 57.00 81.48
Neg-CLIP 89.10 82.99 69.35 68.98 69.82 82.78 81.50 80.48 69.40 82.14

Structure-CLIP 90.68 85.66 74.89 76.33 78.38 85.84 88.29 83.74 77.36 87.07
YUKINO-OTI (Ours) 96.00 93.15 88.34 84.49 84.53 93.89 92.77 92.50 84.51 93.33

YUKINO (Ours) 97.58 95.94 93.10 89.39 90.09 96.27 96.24 95.54 89.74 96.26

Image Encoder: ViT-B-32

LAION2B

CLIP 93.77 82.49 68.92 60.00 67.42 87.10 77.89 81.73 63.71 82.50
Neg-CLIP 92.62 84.64 71.41 74.69 76.58 86.71 85.26 82.89 75.64 85.99

Structure-CLIP 91.77 86.8 75.32 74.29 84.83 88.94 88.01 84.63 79.56 88.48
YUKINO-OTI (Ours) 97.82 95.43 91.68 87.76 90.69 96.51 94.80 94.98 89.23 95.66

YUKINO (Ours) 97.15 94.80 91.25 88.57 89.79 96.65 93.21 94.40 89.18 94.93

Image Encoder: ViT-L-14

WIT

CLIP 94.07 79.19 65.15 60.41 62.31 78.32 71.53 79.47 61.36 74.925
Neg-CLIP 92.86 81.98 75.04 75.51 74.17 88.31 85.40 83.29 74.84 86.86

Structure-CLIP 95.04 87.56 77.38 76.33 81.98 90.35 88.73 86.66 79.16 89.54
YUKINO-OTI (Ours) 98.37 96.45 94.45 91.43 91.14 95.64 93.79 96.42 91.29 94.72

YUKINO (Ours) 99.09 97.84 95.66 95.51 95.95 96.80 97.11 97.53 95.73 96.96

overestimates the improvements in compositional understand-
ing.

Moreover, the Single Text Score to Image Score of
Structure-CLIP under the ViT-B-32 backbone decreased by
41.00%, and Neg-CLIP decreased by 42.25%. However,
YUKINO showed a smaller decrease of only 25.50%. Models
fine-tuned on hard negative samples show improved scores
when performing tasks like multiple-choice questions (similar
to the evaluation in SugarCREPE). However, under a mixed
modality, the performance of these supervised models signif-
icantly drops. This is consistent with the conclusions drawn
from our representation analysis.

D. Case Study

To validate the performance of the proposed model, visual
case studies were conducted by selecting eight pairs of samples
from SugarCREPE and Winoground. The prediction results
of the cases are presented in Figure 4, which illustrates
that YUKINO can successfully distinguish between positive
and negative samples. However, the CLIP model encounters
challenges in accurately determining the semantic similarities
between these captions and the given image. In particular,
under the Text-to-Image formulation, the CLIP model demon-
strates nearly uniform semantic similarity, indicating a lack of
compositional understanding. In contrast to the CLIP model,
YUKINO exhibits sensitivity to modifications in fine-grained
semantics, indicating its ability for compositional understand-
ing. As an example, the caption “A little girl sitting on top of a
bed next to a lamp” is used to evaluate the ability of YUKINO
to distinguish between positive and negative samples when two
objects (i.e., little girl and lamp) are exchanged. The results

show that YUKINO can make a distinction between positive
and negative captions with a margin of 1.63%, which further
verifies the effectiveness of the proposed method in enhancing
multi-modal structured representations.



TABLE VI
COMPOSITION EVALUATIONS OF THE METHODS ON VARIOUS BACKBONE. THE BENCHMARK IS WINOGROUND. BEST AND SECOND-BEST SCORES ARE

HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD AND UNDERLINED, RESPECTIVELY.

Dataset Method Text Score Image Score Group Score Single Image Score Single Text Score

Image Encoder: ViT-B-16

DataComp

CLIP 26.25 8.00 6.00 56.75 53.13
Neg-CLIP 20.75 10.00 6.00 55.00 53.75

Structure-CLIP 19.25 10.50 6.00 55.63 53.88
YUKINO-OTI (Ours) 51.25 26.00 22.00 68.50 60.38

YUKINO (Ours) 66.25 36.50 31.50 79.63 66.88

Image Encoder: ViT-B-32

LAION2B

CLIP 34.75 11.00 7.50 62.38 54.13
Neg-CLIP 20.50 12.25 6.50 57.13 54.50

Structure-CLIP 22.50 14.00 8.25 57.63 55.00
YUKINO-OTI (Ours) 66.75 42.50 37.50 81.00 69.75

YUKINO (Ours) 74.00 46.25 42.75 84.50 71.75

Image Encoder: ViT-L-14

WIT

CLIP 28.75 11.00 8.50 60.13 55.00
Neg-CLIP 22.50 12.00 8.00 58.00 54.63

Structure-CLIP 25.25 16.25 10.50 57.25 55.38
YUKINO-OTI (Ours) 34.50 17.50 13.50 54.75 52.50

YUKINO (Ours) 45.50 29.50 22.50 64.13 60.88

SugarCREPE Winoground

CLIP Ours

✔
️

❌
️

29.05 33.05

29.27 31.42

CLIP Ours

✔
️

❌
️

24.48 27.45

25.10 22.39

CLIP Ours

✔
️

❌
️

32.15 35.89

32.75 33.16

CLIP Ours

✔
️

❌
️

28.40 31.75

29.01 28.74

CLIP Ours

✔
️

❌
️

19.75 26.39

20.05 23.47

CLIP Ours

✔
️

❌
️

14.20 28.54

17.17 19.65

CLIP Ours

✔
️

❌
️

30.60 35.63

30.70 31.53

CLIP Ours

✔
️

❌
️

28.38 29.36

28.75 28.72

caption：
A little girl sitting on top of a bed next to 
a lamp.
negative caption：
A lamp sitting on top of a bed next to a 
little girl.

caption：
A wet window blurs the image of an 
apartment building beyond.
negative caption：
A wet window blurs the image of a parking 
lot beyond the apartment building.

caption：
Multiple pictures of treats and desserts 
for eating.
negative caption：
Multiple pictures of fruit and desserts for 
eating.

caption：
A brown bear is lying asleep in a 
hammock.
negative caption：
A brown bear is lying asleep next to a 
hammock.

caption：
the red car is behind the blue car

negative caption：
the blue car is behind the red car.

caption：
the person without earrings pays the 
person with earrings.
negative caption：
the person with earrings pays the person 
without earrings.

image:

negative 
image:

black dog wearing a 
brown sweater

image:

negative 
image:

a person without 
glasses pushes a 
person with glasses 
sitting in a box

Fig. 4. Predictions of different approaches. The words in red and blue are difference words. We compare our YUKINO with CLIP to calculate CLIP scores
(i.e., semantic similarity) between the image and captions.
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