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ABSTRACT

Vision Language Models (VLMs) can be trained more efficiently if training sets can be reduced in
size. Recent work has shown the benefits of masking text during VLM training using a variety of
approaches: truncation, random masking, block masking and syntax masking. In this paper, we show
that the best masking strategy changes over training epochs and that, given sufficient training epochs,
word frequency information is what you need to achieve the best performance. Experiments on a large
range of data sets demonstrate the advantages of our approach, called Contrastive Language-Image
Pre-training with word Frequency Masking (CLIPF). The benefits are particularly evident as the
number of input tokens decreases. We analyze the impact of CLIPF vs. other masking approaches
on word frequency balance and discuss the apparently critical contribution of CLIPF in maintaining
word frequency balance across POS categories.

Keywords Vision-Language Model · Multimodal Data · Word Frequency Masking.

1 Introduction

Vision-Language Models (VLMs) learn embeddings that represent both visual and textual modalities simultaneously, and
are known for the ease with which their strong performance transfers from one domain to another [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8].
CLIP (Contrastive Language-Image Pre-training) [3, 9, 10] is a VLM that is trained on a very large number of image-text
pairs collected online, where the text is considered a “natural language” annotation for the image.

This paper contributes to the recent trend of text-masking approaches that improve VLMs by removing words from the
text data during training, speeding up training in the process [11, 12]. We introduce CLIPF (Contrastive Language-
Image Pre-training with word Frequency Masking), which selects words to be masked on the basis of word frequency.
We carry out a comparison with CLIPA masking [12], which selects words on the basis of four strategies that do not
use frequency information: truncation, random word selection, random block selection, and part-of-speech (POS)
information and is currently considered the state-of-the-art text-masking.

The comparison of the learning curves of our CLIPF with CLIPA masking in Fig. 1 illustrates two key contributions of
this paper. First, we demonstrate that the number of training epochs is crucial to which masking strategy yields the
highest performance. The finding is an important improvement on the state of the art of text masking for CLIP training,
represented by [12]. In [12], CLIP is trained on a limited number of epochs and syntax masking is found to outperform
truncation, random, and block masking. In contrast, we show that random and block masking outperform syntax
masking after a sufficient number of epochs. Second, we show that when masking text for CLIP training, frequency is
what you need. As evident in Fig. 1, our frequency-based CLIPF approach outperforms all CLIPA masking approaches
with sufficient epochs of training, leading it to be the best performing text masking approach.

The history of text masking in language model training dates to [13], where subsampling of frequent words in the
training text was used to improve the performance of skip-gram language models. The study of text masking for
VLMs got off to a slow start, since initially [8] reported that text masking, although it promotes efficiency, deteriorated
performance. Subsequently, [12] expanded the types of masking studied and demonstrated that masking can indeed
improve performance. Simultaneously, frequency-masking was proposed at a workshop [11], but fell short of the
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Table 1: Illustration of different text masking methods and words masking probabilities. Bold percentages or
check marks provide an example of the words that would be retained by each text masking strategy. For the Truncation
and Syntax methods, four words per text are retained as the input. For the Random, Block, and CLIPF methods, we
present the word masking probabilities. The second row shows the part-of-speech (POS) category of each word.

Models Methods Words
a small dog sleeping on a couch next to a remote .

POS Other Adjective Noun Verb Other Other Noun Other Other Other Noun Other

CLIPA

Truncation ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗
Random 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50%
Block 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50%
Syntax ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗

CLIPF Frequency 99.37% 96.28% 96.13% 88.35% 98.96% 99.37% 87.03% 93.69% 98.89% 99.37% 81.11% 99.37%

Figure 1: Zero-shot classification accuracy on ImageNet-1K over training epochs for CLIPF and CLIPA strategies. The
text masking ratio is 75%. The backbone of the image encoder is ViT-B/16. The model is pre-trained on CC12M for 30
epochs. We use image masking (75%) to speed up training. All approaches are subsequently fine-tuned with one epoch
on the full, unmasked data.

potential of frequency realized by CLIPF due to the use of a cut-off threshold. To our knowledge, our work reported in
this paper is the first to attempt to discover the reasons that certain forms of text masking outperform others.

An initial illustration of the differences between task-masking strategies is provided in Table 1. Truncation consistently
retains the beginning of the text. With the random (random word selection) and block (random block selection) methods,
each word has an equal probability of being masked, with block masking maintaining word neighborhoods. Syntax
masking prioritizes the retention of nouns, followed by other part-of-speech (POS) categories. Masking based on
frequency (CLIPF) has the potential to address the shortcomings of the other approaches. Unlike truncation, it does
not prioritize words that tend to occur at the beginning of the sentence. In contrast to random and block masking,
it represses words with the POS category “Other”, which are often stop words and for this reason high frequency.
However, it does not give an overly high priority to nouns and adjectives, as with syntax masking.

In sum, the contributions of this paper are as follows:

• We point out, to our knowledge for the first time, the importance of the number of training epochs for comparing
text masking approaches.
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• We introduce CLIPF, a frequency-based masking approach that outperforms previously proposed approaches.
• We carry out an analysis that provides insight into why CLIPF outperforms other approaches.

Our work is reproducible because it uses training data sets that are openly available and small enough to allow
researchers with limited computational resources to repeat our experiments and because we release our code1

2 Related work

2.1 Vision-Language Models

Vision-language models (VLMs), such as CLIP, ALIGN, LiT, and FLIP [3, 4, 10, 8], learn image embeddings from
large-scale natural language supervision using contrastive learning [14] to grants the models remarkable transferability.
Because CLIP does not release its pre-training dataset, OpenCLIP pre-trained models on several large-scale public
datasets [15, 16, 17, 18] to reproduce CLIP. This implementation adheres to the scaling law observed in Neural Language
Models [19] and Vision-Language Models [3], where loss decreases according to a power-law relationship with model
size, dataset size, and computational resources utilized during training. While large language models (LLMs) have
advanced rapidly, we focus on vision-language models (VLMs) like CLIP, as they are essential tools for bridging visual
and textual modalities in current research. Although CLIP and OpenCLIP are pre-trained on very large-scale datasets,
recent works like DeCLIP [20] and SLIP [5] demonstrate that Vision-language Models (VLMs) can be trained efficiently
with smaller datasets, enabling researchers with limited computational resources to contribute. Moreover, masking
image patches or reducing image resolution during VLM pre-training also substantially decreases computational costs
while maintaining or enhancing performance, as shown by techniques like FLIP, RECLIP, CLIPA [8, 21, 12].

2.2 Text masking for VLM training

Masking text presents another viable option to speed up the pre-training of VLMs, and is particularly effective alongside
strategies that employ a high ratio of image patch masking. FLIP further explored text masking techniques, namely,
random and truncation masking, to enhance efficiency [8]. While random text masking involves masking text arbitrarily,
truncation masking in FLIP strategically eliminates padding tokens and retrains the words that preceded them.

Subsequently, CLIPA [12] introduces block masking and syntax masking. As already mentioned in Section 1,
CLIPA [12] shows text masking during training can improve the performance of a VLM. CLIPA syntax masking
prioritizes the retention of nouns, followed by adjectives and then other words. In [12], syntax masking outperforms the
truncation, random, and block approaches. However, [12] does not vary the number of training epochs. An important
contrast with our work, as previously mentioned, is our attention to the number of training epochs. Further, CLIPF, as
we will see, counters the danger of giving overly high priority to nouns, leading to overfitting, and also avoids overly
suppressing words of the POS category “Other”.

An initial effort to exploit frequency information for text masking during VLM training was made by SW-CLIP [11].
Unfortunately, SW-CLIPF introduces a frequency cutoff threshold, which reduces performance, as we demonstrate later
in this paper. In order to exploit frequency information effectively each training text needs to fill as many available
input tokens as possible, as is done in CLIPF.

3 Method

In this section, we describe various text masking strategies, including our CLIPF method. All these strategies accelerate
pre-training by masking specific words in the text.

3.1 Text Masking

Consider a text Ti consisting of words {w1, w2, w3, . . . , wn}, where n represents the total number of words in Ti. Text
masking involves selecting a subset of these words to create a new version of the text, denoted as

Tnew_i = f(Ti{w1, w2, w3, . . . , wn}). (1)

This function f determines which words are masked to get the modified text Tnew_i. And, we define the number of input
tokens as k. We will sequentially introduce our masking strategies: random, truncation, block, syntax, and frequency. It
is important to note that the number of padding tokens remains consistent across all these strategies.

1https://github.com/MingliangLiang3/CLIPF
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Table 2: Dataset Statistics for Pre-training datasets. Caption length refers to the number of words in the text.
Dataset Samples Total words Caption length
CC3M 2721877 28022082 10.30 ± 4.72
CC12M 9295444 205716854 22.15 ± 17.20

Random Masking: In the random text masking strategy, the function f operates to randomly select words from the
text Ti. Each word wi has an equal probability of being masked, independently of its position or frequency in the text.

Truncation Masking: In truncation masking, the function f reduces the text by masking words from the end part of
the text. The number of text tokens retained depends on the input length of the text encoder.

Block Masking: Block masking is similar to truncation masking but starts at a random index within the text. If the
text tokens are longer than the input tokens, we choose a random starting index j that is less than the length of the text
tokens minus the length of the input tokens k.

Syntax Masking: To implement syntax masking [12], each word wi in the text Ti is first tagged using a natural
language processing tool like NLTK [22] to identify its part of speech. The words are then sorted according to their
syntax role. This ordering strategy O(wi) reflects the importance of nouns, adjectives, and verbs in the text. Words are
masked based on their assigned order, with priority given to retaining nouns, followed by adjectives, verbs, and then
other parts of speech. This method ensures that the core semantic information of the text is less likely to be masked,
especially when learning the relationship between the image and the text, as nouns are more relevant to the object of the
image.

3.2 Word Frequency Masking

As in previous work, subsampling of frequent words was introduced by [13] in the natural language processing (NLP)
domain to accelerate the learning process for word representations. The goals are to accelerate training and to address the
imbalance between frequent and infrequent words in the training corpus. In our work, we use the formula (Formula 2)
introduced in [13] to determine the probability of masking a word during training. Thus, the complete formula to
calculate the probability P (wi) that accounts for all scenarios is:

P (wi) =


1 ifN < 5

0 iff(wi) < t

1−
√

t
f(wi)

otherwise
(2)

Here, the masking probability of the word wi is P (wi), t is the threshold, and f(wi) is the frequency of the word.
Additionally, if the total number of words (N ) is fewer than 5, deemed too infrequent for effective learning, the
probability that the word will be masked is 1.

Following FLIP [8], we fine-tune the model with an additional epoch to eliminate the distribution gap between the
masking and unmasking.

4 Experimental Setup

Our implementation follows CLIP [3], OpenCLIP [9], FLIP [8] and CLIPA [12]. In this section, we present the details
of the training and testing.

4.1 Implementation

Dataset We pre-train the models on Conceptual Captions 3M (CC3M) [23] and Conceptual 12M (CC12M) [15]. These
datasets were selected due to their diverse range of real-world concepts and scenes. Popular VLMs such as OpenCLIP,
DeCLIP, and SLIP [9, 20, 5] also employ these datasets for training, leveraging their extensive and diverse content. Due
to the expiration and inaccessibility of some URLs in the training set, we have downloaded 2.7 million image-text pairs
for CC3M and 9.3 million image-text pairs from CC12M. The characteristics of the dataset are presented in Table 2.
The CC12M dataset is 3.42 times larger than the CC3M dataset, with captions that are on average 2.15 times longer.
Since the number of input tokens is fixed, the impact of different text masking ratios varies across datasets due to
differences related to caption length.
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Table 3: Details of the pre-training and fine-tuning setups.
Config Pre-training Fine-tuning
optimizer AdamW [27] AdamW [27]
learning rate 1e-3 1e-5
weight decay 0.2 0.2
optimizer momentum β1, β2 = 0.9, 0.98 [28] β1, β2 = 0.9, 0.98 [28]
learning rate schedule cosine decay [29] cosine decay [29]
warmup steps 10k 10%
epoch 30 1
t 10−6 —
τ 0.07 —
numerical precision amp amp
augmentation RandomResizedCrop RandomResizedCrop

Table 4: During pre-training, each model processes a certain number of image and text tokens. The first and second
columns of the table display the image and text masking ratios, respectively. The third and fourth columns show the
number of image and text tokens processed after masking. The fifth column presents the total number of tokens (image
+ text) after masking. The last column provides the percentage of total tokens relative to the unmasked case.

Image masking Text masking Image tokens Text tokens Total Percentage
0% 0.00% 196 32 228 100%

75%

0.00% 49 32 81 35.53%
50.00% 49 16 65 28.51%
75.00% 49 8 57 25.00%
81.25% 49 6 55 24.12%
87.50% 49 4 53 23.25%

Architecture For the image encoder, we use ViT-B/16 [24] architectures with global average pooling and learnable
positional embeddings. The input image size is 224. For the text encoder, we use a Transformer-based model [25] and
byte-pair encoding with a 49K token vocabulary. We chose these encoders because they are the largest encoders that
we can use given our resources. When using full text for training, the maximum context length is 32. Zero-padding is
applied to input text that is shorter than the maximum token length of the model.

We trained the models using 8 RTX A5000 GPUs with the same settings to ensure consistent conditions across all
models. This allows us to effectively measure and compare the performance of each model in processing text tokens
during training. We experiment with different text token input sizes, namely, 32, 16, 8, 6, and 4 text tokens. As the
input size gets smaller, we can increase the batch size, maximizing computational memory usage. We used batch
sizes of 664, 832, 896, 928, and 944, respectively. Note that CLIP (and therefore CLIPA and CLIPF) is trained using
contrastive learning, which benefits from larger batch sizes. Note also that although we used different text masking with
the same settings and batch sizes, syntax masking was slower than the other text masking strategies when conducting
the experiments because POS processing for each word is time-consuming.

We pre-train the model using the InfoNCE loss [14] with a learnable temperature parameter τ [26, 3]. To classify
images, we calculate the cosine similarity between the image and text embeddings.

Training We follow the setup of OpenCLIP [9], FLIP [8] and CLIPA to pre-train our model. Following OpenCLIP [9],
we pre-train our model for 30 epochs on the CC3M and CC12M datasets. Details of the pre-training configuration are
given in Table 3.

Similar to FLIP, to speed up training, we apply 75% image masking to the image encoder as the baseline model. As
a result, the speedup is about 4× compared to training without image masking, while the reduction in the zero-shot
performance of ImageNet-1K classification remains within reasonable bounds.

During text masking, we reduce the number of tokens from 32 to 16, 8, 6, and 4. To measure the training speed of
CLIPF, CLIP, and CLIPA, we compare the number of text tokens processed by each model. As shown in Table 4,
the number of text tokens processed by each model during pre-training is calculated based on different image and
text masking ratios. When we pre-trained the model using image masking, the total number of tokens is 81 and the
percentage of text tokens is 39.5%. When we apply 50% text masking, the total number of tokens is 65. Compared to
training without text masking, this results in a speed increase of approximately 20%. Moreover, when we apply 87.5%
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Table 5: Comparison of CLIPF, CLIP, and CLIPA for zero-shot classification on ImageNet-1K. reported as top-1
accuracy. All models use a ViT-B/16 image encoder backbone pre-trained on CC3M and CC12M for 30 epochs with
75% image masking for speedup (pre-train) and fine tuned for an additional epoch on all data (fine-tune). “Image
tokens” and “text tokens” reflect the amount of image and text processing during pre-training.

Models Masking Image
Tokens

Text
Tokens

CC3M CC12M
pre-train fine-tune pre-train fine-tune

CLIP ✗ 197 32 18.6 ✗ 36.6 ✗
FLIP ✗ 49 32 14.1 14.2 32.0 33.7

CLIPA

truncation

49 16

13.8 13.8 32.8 32.8
random 13.9 13.9 33.7 34.3
block 13.9 13.9 34.3 34.8
syntax 13.3 12.8 32.2 34.4

CLIPF frequency 14.0 14.0 35.5 36.0

CLIPA

truncation

49 8

10.8 12.0 25.4 28.4
random 17.6 17.4 34.5 36.9
block 16.2 16.6 35.5 37.9
syntax 17.2 17.5 28.5 35.0

CLIPF frequency 16.8 17.0 36.6 39.3

CLIPA

truncation

49 6

8.4 9.4 15.3 23.2
random 12.8 17.9 26.9 34.6
block 12.9 17.0 28.6 35.9
syntax 12.2 15.7 25.2 32.6

CLIPF frequency 14.4 18.2 30.3 37.8

CLIPA

truncation

49 4

3.8 8.2 5.3 19.8
random 5.4 14.6 14.0 27.1
block 7.5 14.5 18.7 26.6
syntax 8.9 13.0 14.2 24.6

CLIPF frequency 10.9 16.0 17.0 30.9

text masking, the total number of tokens is 53, resulting in a speed increase of approximately 34% compared to training
without text masking.

Fine-tuning Following FLIP, and CLIPA, in order to bridge the gap between pre-training and evaluation, we fine-tuned
the model without images and text masking. The details of the fine-tuning configuration are provided in Table 3.

4.2 Evaluation

Evaluation setup Following the CLIP [3], FLIP [8], and CLIPA [12] methods, several classification benchmarks were
used to evaluate the zero-shot capability of CLIPF. Among these benchmarks is ImageNet-1K, a widely recognized
dataset in computer vision. It is frequently used for image classification and VLMs tasks and comprises 50K validation
samples across 1K different classes. We filled each class into the templates provided by CLIP [3] to calculate the
average of the text embeddings. We use the same evaluation settings as CLIP [3] to evaluate the other downstream
datasets.

5 Experimental Results

5.1 Zero-short performance on ImageNet

Table 5 presents results for zero-shot classification on ImageNet-1K for models trained on both the CC3M and CC12M
data. The experiments compare different masking approaches and different masking ratios, indicated in the table with
the number of input text tokens (Text Tokens column). Models are pre-trained for 30 epochs (pre-train column) and
then fine tuned for one epoch (fine-tune column) with the full, unmasked data. Note that since the average text length in
CC3M is less than 16 tokens, the benefits of fine-tuning a model pre-trained with 16 text tokens are limited.

We see that CLIPF outperforms the other CLIPA matching approaches in nearly all cases across text masking ratios
(input sizes) as reflected by the bolded accuracy scores. In general, random, syntax, and block strategies exhibit similar
performance; however, truncation performs worse. Contrary to the conclusion of the original CLIPA work [12], syntax
masking does not yield the best performance. As mentioned in Section 1, we observe that the relative performance
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Table 6: Zero-shot robustness evaluation. Comparison of the zero-shot accuracy performance of CLIP, FLIP, CLIPA,
and CLIPF on various datasets. The models are pre-trained on CC12M [15] for 30 epochs with image masking (75%)
to speed up training and fine-tune the model an additional epoch without image and text masking.

Models Masking Image
Tokens

Text
Tokens

ViT-B/16
IN-A IN-O IN-R IN-S IN-V2 ON

CLIP ✗ 197 32 8.97 37.85 49.11 25.70 31.48 24.20
FLIP ✗ 49 32 6.90 40.30 36.90 17.60 28.70 18.10

CLIPA

truncation

49 16

7.10 37.70 36.40 17.50 27.40 17.20
random 8.05 38.60 40.00 20.34 29.61 20.84
block 8.05 39.60 39.17 19.31 29.70 19.72
syntax 8.00 40.70 39.41 18.61 29.17 19.96

CLIPF frequency 8.28 39.10 40.86 20.48 30.78 21.15

CLIPA

truncation

49 8

6.71 34.05 37.18 15.99 24.49 15.98
random 9.16 38.15 43.35 22.53 31.24 22.17
block 9.05 39.95 43.32 22.58 32.42 21.58
syntax 8.50 38.40 39.90 19.50 29.80 19.50

CLIPF frequency 9.56 39.90 45.76 23.62 34.16 21.59

CLIPA

truncation

49 6

6.70 26.60 33.20 13.30 20.20 14.80
random 8.10 36.10 41.80 21.10 30.20 19.80
block 8.32 38.20 42.99 21.73 30.82 19.76
syntax 7.40 34.10 39.60 18.50 28.60 19.80

CLIPF frequency 8.69 38.55 45.09 23.45 32.59 20.04

CLIPA

truncation

49 4

5.30 21.70 25.40 9.00 17.10 11.20
random 6.10 30.30 33.80 14.90 23.50 15.30
block 6.08 30.55 34.69 15.54 22.99 15.10
syntax 6.50 29.10 32.40 13.30 22.00 16.00

CLIPF frequency 7.05 32.40 39.90 18.94 26.72 17.14

of different text masking approaches depends on the number of training epochs. In [12], CLIPA only pre-trained the
models for 6.4 epochs. We discuss the learning curve in Fig.1 further in Section 6.2.

It is particularly interesting to observe from the results in Table 5 the fact that models trained with text masking (CLIPA
and CLIPF) are competitive with, or superior to, models trained on the original, unmasked text data (CLIP, FLIP). Note
that at a text masking ratio of 75% (corresponding to 8 tokens), the masking approaches are 1.3 × faster than FLIP and
4.0 × faster than CLIP.

We first consider the comparison with CLIP. On CC3M, CLIPF approaches the performance of the original CLIP
approach with a 81% text masking ratio (4 input tokens). On CC12M, CLIPF outperforms the original CLIP (no
masking) with a 75% masking ratio (8 input tokens). Fine-tuned CLIPF with a 75% masking ratio achieves an accuracy
of 39.3% compared to 36.6% for the original CLIP trained on the full data.

Next we consider the comparison with FLIP, which is the same as CLIP except that it uses a 75% image masking
ratio (49 image tokens). On CC3M, fine-tuned CLIPF is competitive with or outperforms fine-tuned FLIP at all
masking ratios. On CC12M, fine-tuned CLIPF outperforms fine-tuned FLIP, except for the highest masking ratio (87.5%
corresponding to 4 input tokens).

Finally, we consider the pattern of the text masking approaches as the masking ratio increases, i.e., as we decrease
the input size from 16 to 4 tokens. Here, we focus on the results of the fine-tuned model. Moving from 16 to 8 input
tokens benefits most approaches. Recall that the reduction of the number of input tokens allows for an increase of
the batch size. Moving from 8 to 6 to 4 tokens, we see that CLIPF maintains its performance surprisingly well. As
the masking ratio becomes higher, the margin by which CLIPF outperforms other masking strategies increases. In
short, CLIPF is better positioned to deliver benefit as the number of input tokens decreases, reflecting the strength of
frequency information in identifying important words to retain during masking.

5.2 Zero-shot performance on different data sets

Following the methodology outlined in CLIP and FLIP [3, 8], we evaluated various masking strategies across data
sets to identify their robustness. Table 6 presents results for zero-shot classification for six commonly used data sets.
The performance of these strategies on multiple datasets is similar to the behavior observed on the ImageNet-1K
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Table 7: Zero-shot Image-Text Retrieval. We evaluated CLIP, FLIP, CLIPA, and CLIPF image-text retrieval
performance on COCO and Flickr30k datasets. The models are pre-trained on CC12M [15] for 30 epochs with image
masking (75%) to speed up training and fine-tune the model an additional epoch without image and text masking.

Models Masking Text Tokens
Text Retrieval Image Retrieval

Flickr30k COCO Flickr30k COCO
R@1 R@1 R@1 R@1

CLIP ✗ 32 62.62 35.54 45.42 24.22
FLIP ✗ 32 54.73 29.34 38.62 20.88

CLIPA

truncation 16 44.67 25.54 34.99 19.64
random 16 58.48 32.36 43.61 22.81
block 16 56.51 30.82 44.06 22.66
syntax 16 54.54 29.60 41.16 21.40

CLIPF frequency 16 57.89 31.52 42.72 22.57

CLIPA

truncation 8 30.47 16.92 23.96 12.78
random 8 58.58 36.24 43.79 23.16
block 8 60.06 35.88 45.98 24.65
syntax 8 50.30 29.64 38.46 20.28

CLIPF frequency 8 60.36 35.28 44.81 23.66

CLIPA

truncation 6 32.25 16.18 22.39 11.93
random 6 55.23 32.58 42.47 21.34
block 6 54.44 33.12 41.68 21.73
syntax 6 46.15 26.78 34.08 17.99

CLIPF frequency 6 56.02 32.32 41.05 21.28

CLIPA

truncation 4 30.97 17.44 21.09 11.07
random 4 41.62 24.14 30.26 15.63
block 4 40.83 23.56 30.77 14.98
syntax 4 38.66 21.68 26.08 14.14

CLIPF frequency 4 45.07 25.60 31.72 15.96

dataset. Across different text masking ratios and across different data sets, CLIPF outperforms the other masking
strategies in nearly all cases. Reducing the text tokens in CLIPF from 16 to 8 results in substantial performance
improvements compared to the other text masking approaches across almost all datasets: ImageNet-A [30] by 1.28%,
ImageNet-O [31] by 0.80%, ImageNet-R[32] by 4.9% , ImageNet-Sketch [33] by 3.14%, ImageNet-V2 [34] by 3.38%,
and ObjectNet [35] by 0.44%.

Again, we see that the benefits of CLIPF are particularly evident as the masking number of input tokens decreases. In
other words, we observe that the gap in performance widen between CLIP and the other strategies as the masking ratio
increases.

We also observe that CLIPF is able to improve over the FLIP baseline without masking in a majority of cases. However,
despite being the strongest text-matching strategy, the results reveal that it is challenging for CLIPF to improve over the
original CLIP. In only a handful of cases does it outperform the original CLIP. However, it is important to recall that
training with full images, rather than using image masking, can also be combined with text masking. We did not test
this setting here for computational reasons, but depending on the computational resources in an application setting it
could be relevant.

5.3 Zero-shot Image-Text Retrieval

Table 7 shows image/text retrieval results on Flickr30k [36] and COCO [37]. These results demonstrate the ability
of text masking to improve the performance of a VLM. The performance improvement is particularly notable in
comparison to FLIP, which like our CLIPA and CLIPF uses a 75% image-masking ration. When using 16 text tokens,
all strategies except the truncation method outperform FLIP which is pre-trained on the full text. The performance is
also quite strong in comparison to CLIP, which uses no masking. When using 16 text tokens, text masking strategies,
except for truncation, are able to approach and in a few cases beat the accuracy of CLIP.

In contrast to the previous experiments, with image-text retrieval, we observe that CLIPF does not clearly dominate the
other text masking strategies. The CLIPA random, CLIPA block, and CLIPF (frequency) strategies exhibit comparable
performance in image and text retrieval across both datasets, but CLIPF does not consistently outperform the other
masking strategies. The performance of the syntax strategy is similar to that of FLIP but is lower than that seen with the
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Figure 2: The figure illustrates the distribution of top-50 words in the text before and after applying various text masking
strategies, we set the text length after text masking to 6. The x-axis represents the word index which is sorted by
counts of the original data, and the y-axis shows the word frequency. The dataset used is CC12M and the value of t of
formular 2 is set to 10−6. We remove special characters from the vocabulary.

random, block, and CLIPF. The notable exception is the performance of CLIPF in the case that the text masking ratio
is very high, i.e., only 4 input text tokens are used. Here, the benefit of CLIPF’s frequency-based approach is clearly
evident.

6 Analysis and Further Experiments

6.1 Word Distribution Analysis

In this section, we provide an analysis of how different text masking strategies affect the distribution of words By
looking at the differences in distribution we can gain insight into why some text-masking strategies work well, and
some less well, and, in particular, why CLIPF delivers the best performance.

Fig. 2 shows the distribution of words in the text before and after applying various text masking strategies. We see that
in general there is quite a large difference between the frequency of the highest-frequency words and the frequency of
words with lower frequency. Such a long-tail distribution is characteristic of words occurring in text, which is known to
be Zipf distributed. However, we also observe differences between the different text masking approaches.

The truncation strategy leads to frequent words being more frequent than they are with the other strategies. This effect
might seem surprising at first, but can be explained if we consider that texts typically start with the same words, e.g., “A
person is...” We conjecture that truncation does not perform well as a text-masking strategy because the VLM overfits
to these words.

The CLIPA random and block strategies exhibit nearly identical distributions, since each word has a 50% probability of
being masked in both cases. They lie somewhat below the CLIPA truncation line, and we describe them as being more
“balanced” not in the sense that the distributions are flat, but rather that the differences between the frequencies of very
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Table 8: To examine the distribution of words belonging to different POS categories, we calculate the percentage of
words in the training data belonging to each category in before and after applying text masking. The dataset is CC12M,
and we retain 6 words for each text after applying text masking.

Masking NN (%) JJ (%) VB (%) OTHER (%)
Before masking 50.30% 4.98% 5.18% 39.55%
Truncation 51.72% 5.17% 5.91% 37.20%
Random 51.21% 4.82% 5.04% 38.93%
Block 49.37% 4.74% 5.24% 40.66%
Syntax 88.53% 2.69% 2.92% 5.87%
CLIPF 60.43% 5.06% 6.20% 28.24%

high-frequency words and the of the rest of the words is less extreme. Even more balanced is the CLIPF distribution,
which lies below CLIPA random and block.

The distribution of the CLIPA syntax strategy is quite different. Because this strategy retains more nouns, the articles
“the” and “a” or less frequent, but the nouns create spikes. The rationale for prioritizing nouns is convincing. Nouns are
closely related to the depicted content of images and for this reason are considered to be more helpful. Indeed, the
helpfulness of nouns for the VLM is reflected in the fact that Syntax masking learns faster than other text masking
strategies. In Fig. 1 we saw that syntax masking outperforms the other masking approaches during the early epochs and
CLIPA [12] found that syntax masking was the best approach, while testing on a limited number of epochs. However,
we believe that retaining nouns can have two adverse effects. First, the model can overfit to certain high frequency
nouns. In Fig. 2, we see that CLIPA syntax retains more occurrences of “person,” “illustration,” and “stock” than the
other strategies. Second, retaining nouns means necessarily dropping words from other part-of-speech (POS) categories.

To dive deeper into the importance of the distribution of words over POS categories, we provide statistics for each of the
different text masking strategies in Table 8. Consulting the column ‘Other’ we see and interesting pattern. CLIPA syntax
masking changes the proportion of words in the “Other” category radically with respect to the data before masking, but
CLIPA truncation, random and block do not. CLIPF appears to provide a happy medium. CLIPF retains more nouns
than CLIPA truncation, block, and syntax, but not so many that the “Other” category becomes poorly represented. We
believe that it is this balance that this balance is an important factor in CLIPF’s strong performance.

6.2 Learning Curve

Next, we return to consideration of the learning curve that compares CLIPF with the other text-masking strategies,
which is shown in Fig. 1. As already mentioned, syntax is a strong performer in the earlier epochs, until epoch 20
remains the best of the CLIPA approaches. We conjecture that CLIPA block and CLIPA random pull ahead of syntax
because they retain “Other” words (i.e., words that are not nouns, adjectives or verbs) and do not overprioritize nouns.

The importance of “Other” words is surprising because the category includes many words, which like articles, are
said to lack semantic content and have no direct connection to images. In fact, in many NLP applications, articles and
other “stop words” are simply removed. We believe that the transformer that CLIP uses to embed text is actually able
to exploit the context of content words, particularly words in “Other” category, given enough epochs. CLIPA block
masking retains this context a little better than random masking. Surprisingly, the frequency masking of CLIPF also
retains this context. Under CLIPA syntax masking a phrase like “light in the house” would always be reduced to “light
house”, but with CLIPF frequency masking the reduction would not happen in every case. In short, CLIPF achieves a
productive balance in POS categories.

6.3 Comparison with SW-CLIP

In this section, we provide a comparison of CLIPF with SW-CLIP [11], which also uses frequency-based sampling
but imposes a threshold on the frequency score. The effect of this threshold is that input tokens will go unused if
not enough words in a training text surpass the threshold. In contrast, CLIPF calculates the word frequency by the
threshold to prioritize words and maximize the input slots. For instance, using CC3M as an example, the average length
of text before masking is 10.31 ± 4.7, and after SW-CLIPF masking, it is 4.26 ± 2.6 [11]. It is clear that the use of
the input slots is not maximized when the input length of text tokens is set to 6 or longer. For a fair comparison with
CLIPF, we pre-train SW-CLIP using the same setup: 75% image masking and 81.25% text masking. Subsequently, we
fine-tuned both models with an additional epoch without any image or text masking. The results in Table 9 show that
after fine-tuning CLIPF outperforms SW-CLIP.
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Table 9: Comparison of the zero-shot accuracy performance of SW-CLIP and CLIPF on ImageNet-1k.

Models Datasets Image Tokens Text Tokens ViT-B/16
pre-train fine-tune

SW-CLIP CC3M 49 6 14.9 16.8
CLIPF 14.4 18.2

SW-CLIP CC12M 49 8 35.9 38.5
CLIPF 36.6 39.3

Table 10: We pre-train CLIPF on CC12M dataset across different thresholds in Equation 2. The models are pre-trained
on CC12M [15] for 30 epochs with image masking (75%) to speed up training and fine-tune the model an additional
epoch without image and text masking.

model Image tokens Text tokens Threshold ViT-B/16
pre-train fine-tune

CLIPF 49 8
1e-5 35.6 38.4
1e-6 36.6 39.3
1e-7 36.1 38.6

6.4 Threshold Analysis

To investigate the impact of the threshold t in Equation 2 on model performance, we pre-trained models with varying
thresholds. As shown in Table 10, thresholds of 1e− 5, 1e− 6, and 1e− 7 yield comparable results, all outperforming
the other text masking strategies. This indicates that CLIPF is relatively insensitive to small variations in thresholds,
which are intended to maintain the word masking probability within the range of 0 to 1. However, using too small a
threshold reduces the differences in text masking probabilities; therefore, we do not recommend using an excessively
low threshold.

7 Conclusion and Outlook

In this paper, we have introduced CLIPF an approach for text masking based on word frequency that improves the
performance of CLIP. Unlike syntax-based masking methods, CLIPF does not require part-of-speech (POS) information,
which is time-consuming to process. Unlike truncation, random, and block text masking strategies, which treat all
words the same, CLIPF assigns different probabilities based on word frequency.

In the zero-shot transfer evaluation, CLIPF demonstrates a notable ability to rapidly learn image and text representations
when compared to a model that pre-trains on the full text and the other text masking strategies. Finally, we analyze the
word distribution before and after applying text masking to provide insight into why CLIPF is effective. We establish
that CLIPF balances retention of nouns, similar to syntax masking, with retention of other parts of speech, similar to
block and random masking, effectively providing the best of both worlds.

Future should investigate two directions. First, CLIPF should be tested on larger data sets, that are beyond the reach of
our own computational resources. The fact that CLIPF is effective both for CC3M as well as for the larger CC12M
data set suggests that CLIPF scales well. We believe that CLIP could be adapted to any larger-scale image-text dataset;
however, this should be shown empirically. We see no intrinsic reason why the advantages of CLIPF should not extend
to large data sets, in which the frequency of the most frequent words can be expected to be even larger than for small
datasets. Second, now that we have gained insights into the distributional properties of text data that appear important
for successful text masking, future work can attempt to optimize masking directly to achieve these properties. In the
meantime, frequency is what you need.
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Table 11: The example provided showcases from the CC12M dataset before and after text masking is applied, reducing
the text from 32 tokens to 8 tokens. The first row displays the original text, while the subsequent rows show potential
outcomes after applying text masking. The value of t of formular 2 is set to 10−6.

Text Walk of the happy young couple and Siberian dog. The handsome man is hugging the smiling red head girl
Truncation walk of the happy young couple
Random the happy and the is the
Block couple and siberian dog . the
Syntax walk dog man smiling head girl
CLIPF siberian handsome man hugging smiling red

Table 12: The probability of masking words in the text is calculated using the formula provided in Equation 2. The
example is selected from CC12M [15]. The value of t of formular 2 is set to 10−6.

Word Probability
walk 0.926171
of 0.992838
the 0.995064
happy 0.951695
young 0.957311
couple 0.941174
and 0.991695
siberian 0.75092
dog 0.960531
. 0.993678

A APPENDIX

B Text Masking Analysis

B.1 Text Masking Cases

Table 11 presents the potential text resulting from the text masking technique. Since truncation is fixed in each epoch, it
may result in the loss of important information at the end of the text. Certain words tend to appear in specific positions
within the text; for example, “the” and “a” are most likely to be the first words of a sentence. As shown in Figure 2,
truncation retains more occurrences of “the” and “a” than other text masking strategies. In contrast, random and block
strategies can generate different texts in each epoch for text data augmentation, but they may retain some words with
a high frequency. Syntax masking retains the nouns in the text and remains the same in each epoch. However, this
strategy may cause the model to overfit on the frequency of noun words. In contrast, CLIPF varies the text in each
epoch, as words may be retained or removed according to their frequency. This strategy serves two primary purposes: it
enhances text diversity and reduces the risk of overfitting to frequent words. Another advantage of CLIPF is that it
can remove frequent prepositions that are less directly relevant to the objects in the image, such as “a,” “in,” “of,” and
others. This helps the model focus on the most helpful aspects of the content. Table 12 shows the masking probabilities
for certain words. High-frequency words such as “of" “the" “and" and “." are highly likely to be masked from the text.

B.2 Word Distribution Analysis for CLIPF

In addition, we analyzed frequency text masking strategies that varied according to the number of words used, as shown
in Fig. 3. As the number of words decreased from 16 to 8 and then to 6, more frequent words were masked. However,
reducing the number to 4 words led to a smaller vocabulary size, resulting in the loss of some important information.
Consequently, the performance of the model pre-trained with 4 words was substantially lower compared to the model
pre-trained with 6 words. We recommend setting the number of text words in a frequency-based text masking strategy to
strike a balance between frequent and infrequent words and to maintain a larger vocabulary. Based on our experiments,
the optimal number of text masking was found to be approximately 40-60% of the average length of the original text.
This configuration helps achieve a balanced word distribution, which is beneficial for pre-training VLMs.
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Figure 3: Frequency-based text masking strategies vary according to the number of text words used during pre-training.
The dataset used is CC12M and the value of t of formular 2 is set to 10−6.

Table 13: Distribution of syntax counts and percentages before and after applying text masking. The dataset is CC12M
and we retain 6 words for each text after applying text masking.

Masking NN Count JJ Count VB Count OTHER Count NN (%) JJ (%) VB (%) OTHER (%) Total
Before masking 103,469,117 10,245,828 10,649,943 81,351,966 50.30% 4.98% 5.18% 39.55% 205,716,854
Truncation 28,628,129 2,859,462 3,272,401 20,585,364 51.72% 5.17% 5.91% 37.20% 55,345,356
Random 28,334,735 2,666,847 2,790,600 21,550,517 51.21% 4.82% 5.04% 38.93% 55,342,699
Block 27,314,723 2,624,594 2,897,434 22,510,031 49.37% 4.74% 5.24% 40.66% 55,346,782
Syntax 48,989,317 1,483,666 1,618,088 3,245,892 88.53% 2.69% 2.92% 5.87% 55,336,963
SW-CLIP 34,645,367 3,346,676 4,073,825 6,062,345 71.98% 6.95% 8.47% 12.60% 48,128,213
CLIPF 33,516,439 2,803,409 3,473,119 15,666,310 60.43% 5.06% 6.20% 28.24% 55,459,277

B.3 Word Distribution of CLIPF and SW-CLIP

We also compare the word distributions between CLIPF and SW-CLIP. As shown in Figure 4, SW-CLIP exhibits a
flatter word distribution than CLIPF.

B.4 Word Category Distribution Across Different Text Masking Strategies

As shown in Table 13, we provide the word type counts of Table 8. After applying text masking strategies such as
truncation, random, block, syntax, and CLIPF, the word counts remain similar. However, SW-CLIP does not maximize
the use of the input slots, utilizing only 85% of the words compared to other text masking strategies. Additionally,
SW-CLIP masks a high percentage of other type words, which may impact the model’s zero-shot ability.

Figure 5 shows the word cloud before and after applying text masking. In these visuals, the font size represents
the relative frequency of each word. Words such as “the,” “of,” and “person” appear larger than others, indicating
their higher frequency. After applying frequency word masking, the word cloud in Table 5(b) shows a more balanced
distribution of word frequencies compared to before the masking. The word “the" appears smaller than in other word
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Figure 4: The figure illustrates the distribution of top-50 words in the text for SW-CLIP and CLIPF.

clouds. The reduction in frequent words allows infrequent words to become more prominent. The truncation, random,
and block masking techniques result in word cloud patterns similar to those seen with the full-text. As depicted in
Table 5(f), syntax masking tends to retain more nouns such as “person," “stock," and “illustration" that show a different
pattern from the others.

Figure 5 shows word clouds before and after applying text masking. In these visuals, the font size represents the relative
frequency of each word. Words such as “the,” “of,” and “person” appear larger than others, indicating their higher
frequency. After applying word frequency masking, the word cloud in Figure 5(b) displays a more balanced distribution
of word frequencies compared to before masking. The word “the” appears smaller than in other word clouds. The
reduction in frequent words allows infrequent words to become more prominent. The truncation, random, and block
masking techniques result in word cloud patterns similar to those seen with the full text. As depicted in Figure 5(f),
syntax masking tends to retain more nouns such as “person”, “stock” and “illustration” resulting in a different pattern
from the others.

B.5 Bi-gram word Distribution

As shown in Figure 6, we also calculated the bigram distribution of the text after applying different text masking
strategies. Truncation and block masking better retain information about the order of the words in the text because the
words remain contiguous after masking. Random and CLIPF masking also preserves the text order better than syntax
masking. Syntax masking retains more continuous bigrams—such as “stock illustration,” “vector illustration,” and
“stock photography”—than other text masking strategies. These bigrams might be domain specific and not contribute to
the transferrability of the VLM to other data sets.

B.6 Impact of Symbolic Characters

We note the high frequency of symbolic characters appearing in the dataset, these symbolic characters are not directly
related to the depicted content of the images. Since CLIPF tends to mask these characters with high probability, we
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(a) Full Text (b) Frequency

(c) Truncation (d) Random

(e) Block (f) Syntax

Figure 5: The word cloud on the left displays the full text, while the one on the right shows the text after applying text
masking, where we retain 6 words. The font size of the word represents the relative word frequency for each figure.
The dataset used is CC12M and the value of t of formular 2 is set to 10−6.

Table 14: We remove symbolic characters and stop words during the model’s pre-training to evaluate their
zero-shot classification performance on ImageNet-1K. The backbone of the image encoder is ViT-B/16, and the
model is pre-trained on CC3M [23] for 30 epochs with image masking (75%) to speed up training and fine-tune the
model additional epoch without image and text masking.

Models Masking Image Tokens Text Tokens Remove ViT-B/16
pre-train fine-tune

FLIP ✗ 49 32 ✗ 14.0 14.2
FLIP ✗ 49 32 ✓ 13.9 13.7

removed them during the pre-training of the model to evaluate their significance. As shown in Table 14, removing
symbolic characters and stop words does not affect the model’s performance.

B.7 Word and Token Analysis

Since CLIP encodes text using byte-pair encoding (BPE), some words are encoded into more than one token. Therefore,
in this experiment, we calculate the masking probability based on tokens rather than words. As shown in Table 15, we
compare the performance of both approaches.
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Figure 6: The figure illustrates the distribution of top-50 bi-grams in the text with different text masking strategies.

Table 15: Comparison of CLIPF pre-trained with token masking and word masking on ImageNet-1K for zero-
shot classification.

Models Masking Image Tokens Text Tokens ViT-B/16
pre-train fine-tune

CLIPF frequency-token 49 8 36.0 38.0
frequency-word 49 8 36.6 39.3

Table 16: Zero-shot accuracy on more classification datasets. Comparison of the zero-shot accuracy performance of
CLIP, FLIP, CLIPA, and CLIPF on various datasets.
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CLIP ✗ 32 45.46 66.42 32.45 7.90 49.27 16.17 2.28 15.48 57.51 71.91 24.84 2.12 8.77 91.29 19.08 37.38 5.09 29.81 4.45 50.05 40.52 21.84 52.66 48.76 36.61
FLIP ✗ 32 36.26 58.09 26.89 8.73 38.56 8.16 2.98 19.95 51.85 67.17 21.57 2.94 9.35 81.89 18.02 32.30 9.68 21.39 3.63 50.26 36.51 14.67 51.37 50.08 33.70

CLIPA

truncation 16 35.53 61.24 26.54 9.42 39.98 7.28 2.57 15.80 46.85 68.28 20.47 1.94 8.32 81.89 18.48 33.75 2.33 17.98 3.79 58.56 30.85 13.31 53.00 50.08 32.83
random 16 38.48 53.61 29.46 7.97 41.92 8.53 2.79 21.54 56.71 69.67 22.88 2.23 9.73 84.86 17.90 36.41 7.28 32.95 4.77 55.00 35.29 16.38 49.93 50.08 34.26
block 16 38.69 57.51 29.71 8.23 44.54 9.85 2.45 21.33 54.01 70.61 23.00 2.79 10.09 85.04 31.88 29.98 9.07 25.07 4.59 60.68 38.07 18.72 51.24 49.64 34.78
syntax 16 35.94 58.78 31.86 8.91 41.92 8.39 1.53 17.07 47.05 67.59 21.34 3.10 10.45 76.92 26.68 32.65 8.73 39.37 4.23 49.96 32.91 15.55 53.30 49.92 34.41

CLIPF frequency 16 39.47 64.43 32.55 10.15 45.51 9.22 2.43 21.70 55.62 70.69 23.08 2.77 9.56 83.00 21.02 33.30 7.20 27.47 4.12 50.24 37.72 13.70 52.70 49.92 35.96

CLIPA

truncation 8 36.28 61.99 32.24 8.65 44.40 5.56 2.04 18.56 45.67 65.93 22.68 2.52 10.51 87.96 34.80 29.37 3.35 46.06 4.59 51.55 32.38 12.41 53.46 50.08 30.30
random 8 45.10 68.54 34.04 9.03 51.54 8.64 3.23 30.53 59.29 70.06 27.29 4.21 9.82 90.46 28.72 32.54 5.99 30.61 7.95 58.00 42.90 12.87 53.40 50.08 37.25
block 8 43.70 66.66 32.62 8.08 51.07 9.27 2.54 28.99 57.88 70.89 26.72 2.65 18.10 90.84 31.88 36.94 9.02 33.36 7.52 61.91 40.10 14.66 51.80 53.27 37.88
syntax 8 37.92 65.25 31.72 8.28 45.74 8.73 2.96 17.07 46.54 68.73 23.52 2.59 11.30 88.30 29.90 30.81 6.47 30.82 5.02 54.62 36.58 12.51 52.74 50.08 34.97

CLIPF frequency 8 45.75 59.00 30.76 10.60 50.06 10.32 3.20 29.89 67.54 73.35 26.96 4.09 10.10 90.54 20.80 36.30 7.16 40.31 7.10 57.23 43.09 12.27 54.54 50.03 39.30

CLIPA

truncation 6 23.54 60.27 23.52 5.70 36.54 3.82 2.03 10.32 31.12 61.15 17.77 1.86 9.94 85.25 20.62 23.68 7.13 16.71 3.45 50.23 24.53 12.61 53.62 50.08 23.28
random 6 38.45 71.57 33.89 7.73 51.81 6.67 2.72 29.47 59.92 68.65 25.89 2.42 12.28 89.73 26.90 33.17 8.89 29.75 7.23 56.87 38.62 12.63 51.96 50.08 34.62
block 6 39.87 66.60 35.31 7.58 53.23 7.49 2.89 27.87 56.74 69.40 25.97 2.95 10.06 89.30 27.90 32.40 7.31 33.76 6.73 63.10 39.20 12.65 55.41 52.83 35.89
syntax 6 34.18 63.46 29.83 7.54 43.54 7.92 1.85 17.23 44.97 68.37 22.75 1.99 11.37 89.19 17.56 26.13 3.84 33.16 4.98 55.25 35.40 12.30 53.44 50.80 32.57

CLIPF frequency 6 45.33 67.64 32.83 9.98 50.86 9.61 2.19 31.33 66.03 69.24 26.60 2.94 10.71 90.98 33.64 33.22 8.93 36.70 7.32 59.96 40.60 12.45 54.15 50.08 37.81

CLIPA

truncation 4 20.64 51.67 22.10 4.19 37.16 3.11 1.18 15.16 29.36 53.99 16.17 1.04 10.10 86.34 17.16 15.81 7.48 30.15 3.49 61.43 24.95 12.63 50.76 50.08 19.80
random 4 28.82 61.90 28.98 5.35 46.39 4.03 1.42 25.16 43.26 62.87 22.03 2.10 12.24 88.54 23.82 24.46 8.07 39.30 5.59 50.62 33.52 12.65 51.86 50.08 27.13
block 4 28.08 60.63 27.10 5.09 45.61 3.82 2.43 23.24 36.63 64.15 21.80 2.29 8.41 87.04 24.44 23.95 7.55 43.05 5.51 55.80 32.62 9.49 53.55 50.08 26.66
syntax 4 25.59 54.13 27.46 4.73 42.26 6.26 2.66 15.27 32.52 58.93 19.58 2.20 10.42 90.11 26.02 20.62 5.19 37.50 4.32 51.12 26.82 12.93 52.77 50.08 24.61

CLIPF frequency 4 36.09 69.76 31.14 8.41 47.72 7.01 2.24 25.64 54.23 64.55 23.55 2.95 10.18 90.25 20.78 26.52 6.90 36.63 6.40 55.71 35.71 12.65 49.63 50.08 30.93
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Table 17: Zero-shot Image-Text Retrieval, we evaluated CLIP, FLIP, and CLIPF image-text retrieval performance
on COCO and Flickr30k datasets. The backbone of the image encoder is ViT-B/16, and the model is pre-trained on
CC12M for 30 epochs with image masking (75%) to speed up training and fine-tune the model additional epoch without
image and text masking.

Models Masking Text Tokens
Text Retrieval Image Retrieval

Flickr30k COCO Flickr30k COCO
R@1 R@5 R@10 R@1 R@5 R@10 R@1 R@5 R@10 R@1 R@5 R@10

CLIP ✗ 32 62.62 86.00 91.81 35.54 62.38 74.08 45.42 72.56 81.50 24.22 48.42 60.42
FLIP ✗ 32 54.73 80.37 87.97 29.34 56.08 67.00 38.62 66.09 75.40 20.88 43.22 54.78

CLIPA

truncation 16 44.67 73.08 81.85 25.54 51.90 64.64 34.99 61.05 70.85 19.64 41.91 53.51
random 16 58.48 83.93 90.53 32.36 58.76 69.98 43.61 70.67 80.04 22.81 46.00 57.71
block 16 56.51 81.26 89.05 30.82 58.32 70.38 44.06 71.20 80.10 22.66 46.24 58.06
syntax 16 54.54 81.07 88.36 29.60 56.52 68.54 41.16 68.32 77.51 21.40 44.82 56.56

CLIPF frequency 16 57.89 84.62 90.04 31.52 58.38 70.30 42.72 69.61 78.60 22.57 46.15 57.95

CLIPA

truncation 8 30.47 59.47 70.51 16.92 38.62 51.34 23.96 47.29 57.85 12.78 31.66 42.92
random 8 58.58 84.52 91.81 36.24 62.16 72.90 43.79 70.89 80.14 23.16 46.74 58.86
block 8 60.06 85.01 92.11 35.88 62.58 73.74 45.98 73.23 82.49 24.65 48.81 60.70
syntax 8 50.30 78.30 86.98 29.64 55.42 67.18 38.46 66.77 77.36 20.28 43.78 55.40

CLIPF frequency 8 60.36 85.80 90.63 35.28 62.70 73.70 44.81 72.07 81.34 23.66 48.05 59.89

CLIPA

truncation 6 32.25 61.05 72.98 16.18 39.52 52.48 22.39 47.46 59.39 11.93 30.03 40.86
random 6 55.23 82.54 89.25 32.58 57.54 68.68 42.47 70.12 79.43 21.34 44.79 56.26
block 6 54.44 79.68 88.66 33.12 58.96 70.64 41.68 69.13 79.33 21.73 45.23 57.29
syntax 6 46.15 76.04 84.81 26.78 52.56 64.62 34.08 61.76 73.25 17.99 40.22 52.05

CLIPF frequency 6 56.02 82.05 88.56 32.32 58.58 70.00 41.05 69.17 78.88 21.28 44.55 56.05

CLIPA

truncation 4 30.97 56.51 67.06 17.44 38.48 49.76 21.09 43.77 55.70 11.07 27.98 38.54
random 4 41.62 69.53 80.18 24.14 48.32 60.14 30.26 56.92 68.42 15.63 35.72 47.30
block 4 40.83 69.03 79.09 23.56 47.94 59.20 30.77 57.85 69.29 14.98 35.64 47.35
syntax 4 38.66 65.88 75.74 21.68 44.38 56.60 26.08 52.80 64.32 14.14 33.71 44.98

CLIPF frequency 4 45.07 72.49 81.95 25.60 49.98 61.96 31.72 59.35 71.66 15.96 36.58 48.32

C More results

More detailed results are presented in this section.

C.1 Zero-shot Classification on More Datasets

In Table 16, we present the evaluation results of CLIPF following the approach of CLIP [3] on additional datasets.
In almost all of the downstream datasets, when using six text tokens, CLIPF surpasses not only the baseline CLIP
without image and text masking and FLIP with image masking and full-text tokens but also outperforms other text
masking strategies. Similar to observations from the ImageNet datasets, reducing the number of text tokens from 16 to
8 substantially enhances CLIPF’s performance across all datasets. Specifically, performance improvements are noted:
SUN397 [38] by 6.39%, DTD [39] by 9.31%, OxfordPets [40] by 4.64%, STL10 [41] by 9.31, EuroSAT [42] by 6.60%,
UFC101 [43] by 6.68% and ImageNet-1K [44] by 3.13%. The performance of other text masking strategies, including
truncation, random, block, and syntax, also improves with this reduction. However, the performance gains are not
as large as those observed with CLIPF. This improvement suggests that employing text masking strategies as a data
augmentation technique can enhance VLMs’ performance in zero-shot classification tasks. CLIPF, utilizing a word
frequency masking method, demonstrates robust zero-shot classification performance and establishes a benchmark for
state-of-the-art results.

C.2 Zero-shot Image-text Retrieval

We report the details of zero-shot image-text retrieval for Flickr30k and COCO datasets, the details are shown in
Table 17.

C.3 Learn Curved before fine-tuning

In Figure 1, we show the learning curve after fine-tuning. Moreover, we show the learning curve before fine-tuning,
they have a similar performance for every text masking strategy.
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Figure 7: Zero-shot classification accuracy on ImageNet-1K over the epochs for the different text masking strategies
before fine-tuning.
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