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Visual Self-Supervised Learning (SSL) currently underperforms Contrastive Language-Image Pre-
training (CLIP) in multimodal settings such as Visual Question Answering (VQA). This multimodal
gap is often attributed to the semantics introduced by language supervision, even though visual SSL
and CLIP models are often trained on different data. In this work, we ask the question: “Do visual
self-supervised approaches lag behind CLIP due to the lack of language supervision, or differences in
the training data?” We study this question by training both visual SSL and CLIP models on the
same MetaCLIP data, and leveraging VQA as a diverse testbed for vision encoders. In this controlled
setup, visual SSL models scale better than CLIP models in terms of data and model capacity, and
visual SSL performance does not saturate even after scaling up to 7B parameters. Consequently, we
observe visual SSL methods achieve CLIP-level performance on a wide range of VQA and classic
vision benchmarks. These findings demonstrate that pure visual SSL can match language-supervised
visual pretraining at scale, opening new opportunities for vision-centric representation learning.
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1 Introduction

Visual representation learning has evolved along two
distinct paths with different training approaches.
Language-supervised methods such as Contrastive
Language-Image Pretraining (CLIP) (Radford et al.,
2021; Zhai et al., 2023) use paired image-text data
to learn representations that are enriched with lin-
guistic semantics. Self-Supervised Learning (SSL)
methods (Zhang et al., 2016; Chen et al., 2020a; He
et al., 2022; LeCun, 2022; Oquab et al., 2023) learn
from images alone, without language.

Despite SSL models outperforming language-
supervised models on classic vision tasks such as
classification and segmentation (Oquab et al., 2023),
they are less commonly adopted in recent multimodal
large language models (MLLMs) (Liu et al., 2023a,
2024a; Agrawal et al., 2024; Tong et al., 2024a; Beyer
et al., 2024; Li et al., 2024; AI@Meta, 2024). This dif-
ference in adoption is partially due to a performance
gap in visual question answering (see Figure 1), par-
ticularly for OCR & Chart interpretation tasks (Tong
et al., 2024a; Shi et al., 2024).

Beyond methodology differences, these approaches
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Figure 1 We compare the scaling behavior of visual SSL
and CLIP on 16 VQA tasks from the Cambrian-1 suite
under different data and model size regimes. Prior vi-
sual SSL methods achieved strong performance on classic
vision tasks, but have underperformed as encoders for mul-
timodal instruction-tuned VQA tasks. Our results show
that with appropriate scaling of models and data, visual
SSL can match the performance of language-supervised
models across all evaluated domains—even OCR & Chart.

have also been separated by data scale and distri-
bution (Figure 1). CLIP models typically train on
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Figure 2 Visual SSL 2.0 changes. In this work, we adopt three improvements to the visual SSL pipeline: 1) Training on
billion-scale web data, curated through the MetaCLIP pipeline, to move beyond “conventional” datasets; 2) Scaling
model architecture from sub-billion parameter models to models exceeding 1 billion parameters; and 3) Incorporating
VQA as a complementary evaluation protocol to comprehensively assess visual features. These changes enable us to
study visual SSL at a larger scale and observe scaling trends previously unobserved in smaller-scale experiments.

billion-scale image-text pairs from the web (Schuh-
mann et al., 2022; Chen et al., 2023; Xu et al., 2024b),
while SSL methods use million-scale datasets such
as ImageNet (Deng et al., 2009) or hundred-million
scale data with ImageNet-like distributions (Ridnik
et al., 2021; Oquab et al., 2023).

In this work, we investigate a fundamental question:
Is language supervision necessary to pretrain visual
representations for multimodal modeling? Rather
than seeking to replace language-supervised ap-
proaches, we aim to understand the intrinsic capa-
bilities and limitations of visual self-supervision at
scale for multimodal applications. To conduct a fair
comparison, we train SSL models on the same billion-
scale web data used for state-of-the-art CLIP models—
specifically the MetaCLIP dataset (Xu et al., 2024b).
This approach controls for data distribution differ-
ences when comparing visual SSL and CLIP.

For evaluation, we primarily use visual question an-
swering (VQA) as a framework to evaluate SSL mod-
els across a diverse set of capabilities at scale. VQA
evaluation suites span vision-centric, visual reason-
ing, and OCR & Chart tasks, and have been shown
to be a more diverse testbed for assessing vision en-
coders (Tschannen et al., 2024; Wan et al., 2024;
Fini et al., 2024; Tong et al., 2024a), reflecting the
broader perception challenges found in real-world dis-
tributions. We adopt the evaluation suite proposed
in Cambrian-1 (Tong et al., 2024a), which evaluates
performance across 16 tasks spanning 4 distinct cate-
gories of VQA: General, Knowledge, OCR & Chart,
and Vision-Centric.

We train Web-SSL, a family of visual SSL models
ranging from 1 to 7 billion parameters, using the
above setting for direct and controlled comparison

to CLIP. As a result of our empirical study, we con-
tribute several insights:

• Visual SSL can match and even surpass language-
supervised methods for visual pretraining, on a
wide range of VQA tasks—even on language-
related tasks such as OCR & Chart understand-
ing (Figure 3).

• Visual SSL scales well with respect to model ca-
pacity (Figure 3) and data (Figure 4), indicating
that SSL has significant untapped potential.

• Visual SSL can maintain competitive traditional
vision performance on classification and segmen-
tation, even while improving at VQA (Figure 7).

• Training on a higher ratio of images containing
text is especially effective for improving OCR
& Chart performance (Question 4). Exploring
data composition is a promising direction.

This work serves as a proof of concept that offers
a compelling vision-centric alternative to the recent
CLIP-dominated trend, and opens new opportunities
for future research. We plan to open-source our Web-
SSL vision models, and we hope to inspire the broader
community to unlock the full potential of visual SSL
in the multimodal era.

2 FromVisual SSL 1.0 to 2.0

In this section, we describe our experimental setup,
which extends previous SSL works by (1) scaling
dataset size to billion-scale images (Section 2.1),
(2) scaling model size beyond 1B parameters (Sec-
tion 2.2), and (3) evaluating vision models using
open-ended VQA tasks (Section 2.3), in addition to
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classic vision benchmarks such as ImageNet-1k (Deng
et al., 2009) and ADE20k (Zhou et al., 2019).

2.1 Beyond ImageNet Pretraining

To study whether visual SSL can match the perfor-
mance of CLIP, we start by adopting the same data
that drove CLIP’s success. We thus leverage the
MetaCLIP dataset (Xu et al., 2024b,a), which has
enabled the most successful open-source reproduc-
tion of CLIP to-date.1 We use 2 billion samples from
MetaCLIP, which we refer to as MC-2B. We train
SSL methods on only the images, and CLIP on the
image-text pairs.

This controls for data distribution and size as con-
founding variables, and enables a fairer comparison of
the pretraining methods themselves, while ensuring
sufficient data diversity and scale.

2.2 Scaling Up VisionModels to Billion Scale

We can also increase model size. Inspired by ad-
vancements in scaling language models (Brown et al.,
2020; Kaplan et al., 2020; OpenAI, 2022), we train
Vision Transformers (ViTs) with 1B, 2B, 3B, 5B, and
7B parameters, on only the images from MC-2B, to
study the properties of larger-scale visual SSL mod-
els trained on web-scale data. We adapt ViT-g from
Oquab et al. (2023) as ViT-1B, and define new config-
urations for ViT-2B to 7B (Table 1); see Appendix A
for model details.

Model Width Depth Heads MLP

ViT-1B 1536 40 24 6144
ViT-2B 2688 24 21 10752
ViT-3B 3072 26 24 12288
ViT-5B 3584 32 28 14336
ViT-7B 4096 32 32 16384

Table 1 Model architecture details. For consistency, we
denote ViT-g from Oquab et al. (2023) as ViT-1B.

2.3 Multimodal LLMs as an Evaluation Proto-
col

In addition to conventional evaluation protocols, such
as ImageNet-1k linear probe, we also evaluate our
vision encoders using VQA, a flexible and robust
evaluation protocol that reflects the diversity of real-
world perceptual challenges (Tschannen et al., 2024;
Tong et al., 2024a), as shown in Figure 2.

Here, we study all vision encoders using the same con-
trolled setting to ensure fair comparison. Specifically,

1The data used to train the original CLIP is closed-source.

we use the same two-stage visual instruction tun-
ing procedure and data as Cambrian-1 (Tong et al.,
2024a). First, a lightweight MLP adapter is added to
project the vision encoder features into the same di-
mensionality as the LLM, and only this MLP adapter
is trained. In the second stage, both the MLP adapter
and LLM are finetuned. To enable controlled compar-
ison, the vision encoder remains frozen in both stages,
and all experiments use the same training recipe as
well as Llama-3 8B Instruct (Touvron et al., 2023)
backbone. We provide detailed training datasets and
hyperparameters in Appendix A.

We then report results on the Cambrian-1 (Tong
et al., 2024a) evaluation suite, which is comprised
of 16 VQA benchmarks spanning four established
domains: General, Knowledge, OCR & Chart, and
Vision-Centric. The average VQA performance is the
average of the four subcategories. Each subcategory
has 4 benchmarks and is equally weighted.

3 Scaling Visual SSL

In this section, we explore the scaling behavior of
visual SSL models with respect to both model and
data size, as a result of training on only images from
MC-2B. We focus on DINOv2 (Oquab et al., 2023)
as the visual SSL method in this section, and discuss
MAE (He et al., 2022) in Section 4.

In Section 3.1, we increase model size from 1B to 7B
while keeping the training data fixed at 2 billion MC-
2B images—unless otherwise denoted. We use the
off-shelf training code and recipe for each method,
and do not change the recipe for different model
sizes in order to control for confounding variables.
In Section 3.2, we shift our focus to scaling total
data seen for a fixed model size, and analyze how
performance evolves as the number of images seen
during training increases from 1 billion to 8 billion.

3.1 ScalingModel

The intention of scaling model size is both to find
the ceiling of visual SSL under this new data regime,
and to identify any unique behavior that emerges in
larger models.

We thus pretrain DINOv2 ViT models, ranging from
1B to 7B parameters, using 2 billion unlabeled images
at 224×224 resolution from MC-2B—without high-
resolution adaptation (Oquab et al., 2023)—to ensure
fair comparison with CLIP. We refer to these models
as Web-DINO throughout the paper. For a controlled
comparison, we also train CLIP models of the same
sizes on the same data.
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Figure 3 Scaling behavior of Web-DINO and CLIP ViTs trained on MC-2B. The x-axis shows model sizes from 1B to 7B
parameters on a log scale. We observe novel “scaling behavior” with Web-DINO models across all categories, with
particularly pronounced improvements in the OCR & Chart and Vision-Centric domains as model size increases. In
contrast, CLIP models demonstrate limited scaling benefits, with performance saturating at moderate model sizes.
The two model families exhibit complementary strengths: CLIP models excel at OCR & Chart VQA, and Web-DINO
models are superior at Vision-Centric VQA, while remaining competitive in all other categories.

We evaluate each model with VQA and present the
results in Figure 3. We will first discuss the overall
performance trend and then turn to specific category
performance. To the best of our knowledge, this is the
first instance of a vision encoder trained purely with
visual self-supervision achieving performance parity
with language-supervised encoders on VQA—even
in the OCR & Chart category, which is traditionally
considered to be highly text-dependent.

Performance trend. We compare the performance
trend as model capacity increases in Figure 3. Web-
DINO’s Average, OCR & Chart, and Vision-Centric
VQA performance improves nearly log-linearly with
increasing model size, while General and Knowledge
improve to a smaller degree. In contrast, CLIP’s
performance in all VQA categories largely saturates
after 3B parameters. This suggests that while smaller
CLIP models may be more data-efficient, this advan-
tage largely dissipates for larger CLIP models. The
continual improvement from increasing Web-DINO
model capacity also suggests that visual SSL benefits
from larger model capacity, and that scaling visual
SSL past 7B parameters is a promising direction.

Category-specific performance. In terms of category-
specific performance, DINO also increasingly outper-
forms CLIP on Vision-Centric VQA and largely closes
the gap with CLIP on OCR & Chart and Average
VQA (Figure 3), as model size increases. At 5B pa-
rameters and above, DINO can exceed the Average
VQA performance of CLIP, despite being trained
solely on images and without language supervision.
These results suggest that vision-only models, when
trained on CLIP-distribution images, can develop
strong visual features that are comparable to those
of language-supervised vision encoders.

3.2 Scaling Examples Seen

Previously, we focused on single-epoch training,
where each of the 2B unique images in MC-2B is
seen only once. Here, we investigate the impact of
increasing the number of examples seen by training
Web-DINO ViT-7B on data ranging from 1 billion to
8 billion images from MC-2B.

As shown in Figure 4, General and Knowledge VQA
performance improves incrementally with more exam-
ples seen, saturating at 4B and 2B examples respec-
tively. Vision-Centric VQA performance improves
sharply from 1B to 2B examples, and saturates be-
yond 2B examples. In contrast, OCR & Chart is
the only category that shows consistent improvement
with more examples seen. This suggests that as the
model sees more data, it learns a representation that
is increasingly well-suited for text-related tasks, yet
without marked degradation on other capabilities.

Furthermore, when compared to a CLIP model of
the same size (ViT-7B), Web-DINO consistently out-
performs CLIP on average VQA performance given
the same number of samples seen (Figure 4). No-
tably, after seeing 8B samples, Web-DINO closes the
performance gap with the CLIP model on OCR &
Chart VQA tasks. This provides further evidence
suggesting that visual SSL models have the potential
to scale better than language-supervised models.

Collectively, the results in Figure 3 and 4 indicate
that as model size and examples seen increase, visual
SSL learns features that are increasingly effective for
VQA in general, but especially on OCR & Chart.
Our results suggest that CLIP-based models do not
hold an absolute advantage compared to visual SSL.
In Section 4, we delve deeper into the underlying
mechanisms driving this trend.
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Figure 4 Scaling up examples seen when trainingWeb-DINO-7B. Performance across different VQA categories as training
data increases from 1B to 8B images. While General and Vision-Centric tasks show diminishing returns after 2B
images, OCR & Chart tasks demonstrate continued improvement, contributing to steady gains in average performance.
Further, Web-DINO consistently outperforms same-size (ViT-7B) CLIP models with different training samples seen.
The x-axis plots training data size on a log-scale.

4 Scaling Analysis and Findings

In Section 3, we demonstrated that visual SSL mod-
els scale well with model size and training set size.
These observations raise further questions about the
generality and implications of these phenomena. To
deepen our understanding, we investigate five key as-
pects, including whether scaling behavior extends to
other vision-only models (Question 1), if SSL models
also exhibit scaling behavior on smaller and more
conventional data (Question 2), and whether SSL
can retain competitive performance on classic vision
tasks (Question 3). Additionally, we explore why scal-
ing particularly enhances OCR & Chart performance
(Question 4), and highlight emergent properties that
arise via scaling visual SSL (Question 5). In this sec-
tion, we provide a detailed analysis of these findings.

Question 1
Does the observed scaling behavior generalize to
other visual SSL methods?

In previous sections, we derived our findings from
DINOv2, a joint embedding visual SSL method.
Here, we extend our analysis to a masked mod-
elling based visual SSL method—Masked Autoen-
coder (MAE) (He et al., 2022). We train MAE on
MC-2B (denoted as Web-MAE) using ViT models
ranging from 1B to 5B parameters and compare the
results with Web-DINO models in Figure 5.

Web-MAE models exhibit similar scaling behavior
to Web-DINO models, with average VQA perfor-
mance improving consistently as model size increases.
Compared to joint embedding methods, Web-MAE
models learn features that are particularly well-suited
for OCR & Chart tasks but underperform in other

domains. These results suggest that the “scaling be-
havior” observed in VQA tasks generalizes across
different visual SSL methods. We also note that dif-
ferent visual SSL approaches learn distinct represen-
tations even when trained under the same conditions,
as demonstrated by Web-MAE’s OCR performance.

Question 2
Does visual SSL exhibit similar scaling behav-
ior on smaller scale conventional data, such as
ImageNet?

We pretrain Web-DINO 1B, 2B, and 3B models for
300 epochs on ImageNet-1k, a conventional pretrain-
ing dataset for SSL, following the recipe from (Oquab
et al., 2023). We compare these variants to those
trained on MC-2B. We evaluate their downstream
VQA performance and ImageNet-1k linear probing
results. As shown in Figure 6, models pretrained
on ImageNet-1k exhibit consistently inferior perfor-
mance across all the metrics. Moreover, unlike models
trained on MC-2B, those trained on ImageNet-1k do
not improve with increasing model sizes. This high-
lights the importance of training visual SSL on more
diverse and larger datasets. This echoes recent find-
ings that increasing dataset sizes and diversity drive
LLM scaling (Kaplan et al., 2020; Hoffmann et al.,
2023; Chowdhery et al., 2022), and also that pre-
training data distribution is critical to downstream
performance (Liu and He, 2025).

Question 3
How do scaled models perform on classic vision
tasks?

We evaluate Web-DINO models, ranging from 1B
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Figure 6 Comparison of ImageNet-1k and MC-2B Pretraining. Increasing the diversity and scale of pretraining data
improves model performance on VQA accuracy and ImageNet linear probing. Unlike MC-2B pretraining, training on
ImageNet does not exhibit a clear scaling trend.

to 7B parameters, on classic vision benchmarks in-
cluding linear probing on ImageNet-1k (Deng et al.,
2009), semantic segmentation on ADE20K (Zhou
et al., 2019), and depth estimation on NYUv2 (Silber-
man et al., 2012). Following the evaluation protocol
of DINOv2 (Oquab et al., 2023), we freeze the vision
encoder; see Appendix A for details. As shown in
Figure 7, Web-DINO’s performance improves mod-
estly with increasing model size. Web-DINO achieves
strong performance across all benchmarks, outper-
forming MetaCLIP by a significant margin and re-
maining competitive with off-shelf DINOv2, even
outperforming it on ADE20K +ms. Note that the
comparison with off-shelf DINOv2 is not exactly
apples-to-apples, as we do not use high-resolution
adaptation (Oquab et al., 2023), in order to maintain
the same input resolution as CLIP. Additionally, the
DINOv2 training data has a higher correlation with
these classic vision benchmarks, detailed further in
Appendix E. These differences suggest that there re-
mains considerable room for further improvement in
our model’s classic vision performance.

However, we observe that the scaling behavior in
classic vision tasks is less pronounced compared to
VQA. This finding, along with insights from previous
work (Tong et al., 2024a; Fini et al., 2024; Naeem
et al., 2024), reinforces the value of VQA as a compre-
hensive vision model evaluation framework. While

classic benchmarks remain important, VQA provides
a complementary view into model performance via
offering a diverse set of tasks that are grounded in
real-world perceptual challenges.

Question 4
Why does web-scale data improve OCR & Chart
performance?

In Section 3, we observed that increasing model size
and examples seen leads to unprecedented improve-
ments in OCR & Chart performance for visual SSL
models. This is surprising since current off-the-shelf
visual SSL methods are notably poor at OCR & Chart
understanding compared to language-supervised mod-
els (Tong et al., 2024a; Shi et al., 2024).

One possible explanation is that web-scale image
datasets already contain a degree of textual informa-
tion. Unlike object-centric datasets such as ImageNet,
images from the web often contain text (e.g. labels,
signs, diagrams, etc.). Larger capacity and more data
might aid visual SSL models to extract and leverage
this textual information.

To test this hypothesis, we apply an off-the-shelf
MLLM—SmolVLM2 (Allal et al., 2025)—to identify
images containing text. See Figure 8 for qualitative
examples and Appendix A for details. This results in
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VQA Evaluator Breakdown of OCR & Chart Tasks

Method
% of

MC-2B AVG General Knowledge
Vision
Centric

OCR
Chart ChartQA OCRBench TextVQA DocVQA

CLIP 2B 100% 53.0 72.2 48.8 55.0 36.1 32.8 32.9 52.6 26.0
Web-DINO 2B 100% 50.8 72.8 47.1 56.4 26.8 23.3 15.6 49.2 19.0
Web-DINO 2B 50.3% 53.4 (+2.6) 73.0 (+0.2) 51.7 (+4.6) 55.6 (-0.8) 33.2 (+6.4) 31.4 (+8.1) 27.3 (+11.7) 51.3 (+2.1) 23.0 (+4.0)
Web-DINO 2B 1.3% 53.7 (+2.9) 70.7 (-2.1) 47.3 (+0.2) 56.2 (-0.2) 40.4 (+13.6) 47.5 (+24.2) 29.4 (+13.8) 52.8 (+3.6) 32.0 (+13.0)

Table 2 Impact of data filtering on SSLmodel performance. We compare Web-DINO ViT-2B models trained on MC-2B
with different levels of text filtering (full, 50.3%, and 1.3%) against CLIP ViT-2B trained on full MC-2B. OCR &
Chart performance improves with progressively aggressive filtering, with the 1.3% filter achieving the best results.
Despite receiving zero language supervision, SSL models can surpass CLIP in text-centric tasks while maintaining
strong overall performance.

“Does this image contain 

any readable text?”

Light Filter (50.3%)

“Does this image contain 

charts, tables, or documents 

with readable text?

Heavy Filter (1.3%)Raw Data

Figure8 Examplesof filteredMC-2Bimages. The Light filter
(Middle) identifies images containing text, retaining 50.3%
of the images. The Heavy filter (Right) identifies images
explicitly containing charts and documents, retaining only
1.3% of MC-2B.

two curated datasets: (i) Light filter: retains 50.3%
of Web-DINO and contains images with any textual
content. (ii) Heavy filter: retains 1.3% of MC-2B and
contains images with charts, tables, or documents.

We train Web-DINO ViT-2B models on these filtered
datasets, with each experiment using 2 billion seen
examples (meaning filtered datasets undergo multiple
epochs). As shown in Table 2, the model trained on
lightly filtered data outperforms the full data vari-
ant by +6.4% on OCR & Chart, while maintaining
strong performance in other categories. The model
trained on heavily filtered data performs better and

outperforms even the language-supervised CLIP ViT-
2B trained on full data by +4.3% on OCR & Chart.
Likewise, heavy filtering also improves Average VQA
performance, outperforming the full data Web-DINO
ViT-2B by +2.6% and even the full data CLIP ViT-
2B by +0.7%. This means that is it possible for visual
SSL models to outperform CLIP models of the same
size, with only a fraction of the total data (in this
case 1.3% of MC-2B).

The improvement in OCR & Chart from training
on heavily filtered data is particularly pronounced
for ChartQA (+24.2%), OCRBench (+13.8%), and
DocVQA (+13.0%), while performance remains
competitive in all other categories. These results
demonstrate that self-supervised visual models, when
trained on images containing more text in them, can
develop high-quality text understanding capabilities
without language supervision. It suggests that data
composition—rather than purely scale or language
supervision—is crucial for developing strong OCR &
Chart understanding abilities.

Although it is not surprising that skewing the data in
favor of OCR & Chart would improve OCR & Chart
capabilities, it is surprising that simple data filtering
can outperform language supervision on the full data.
This simple proof of concept suggests that similar
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Figure 9 Alignment score between Web-DINO and LLMs.
Moving from DINOv2 to Web-DINO improves the align-
ment between the image and the corresponding text rep-
resentations obtained by LLMs. Increasing model size
from 1B to 7B parameters shows gradual improvement,
while training on larger data quantities (4B/8B samples)
yields the most significant alignment gains.

techniques may be used to help visual SSL bridge
future gaps in other capabilities.

Question 5
Why can SSL learn strong visual representations
for multimodal modeling, without language su-
pervision?

Thus far, we have seen that visual SSL models can not
only become competitive with CLIP models, but also
that they can excel at tasks previously thought to
require language. This raises an important question:
why do vision-only models learn features that work
well for multimodal models, even in the absence of
language supervision?

We hypothesize that SSL models learn features in-
creasingly aligned with language as model size and
examples seen increases. Following Huh et al. (2024),
we evaluate intrinsic representational alignment by
computing a matching metric between the vision en-
coder and language model, using image-text pairs
from the Wikipedia Captions dataset (Srinivasan
et al., 2021). We use off-the-shelf DINOv2 (Oquab
et al., 2023) and Web-DINO as vision encoders, and
off-the-shelf Llama-3.1 8B and 70B (Touvron et al.,
2023) as the language models, without any visual
instruction tuning nor alignment procedure.

As shown in Figure 9, we observe three key trends:
(1) training on more diverse data (MC-2B) improves
alignment with LLMs (DINOv2 ViT-1B → Web-
DINO ViT-1B); (2) increasing the vision model size
leads to slightly higher alignment (Web-DINO ViT-

1B → ViT-7B); and (3) seeing more training sam-
ples further enhances alignment (Web-DINO ViT-7B
trained on 2B samples → 8B samples).

These findings suggest that as model size and, in
particular, training samples scale, vision models nat-
urally develop text-sensitive features and achieve
strong alignment with LLMs and multimodal tasks,
without explicit language supervision.

5 TheWeb-SSLModel Family

Next, we analyze the overall best performing vision
encoders using both VQA and classic vision bench-
marks. In Table 3, we show the best results of our
vision encoders against recent off-the-shelf vision en-
coders, in terms of VQA and classic vision tasks.

For VQA, all vision encoders—including off-the-shelf
models—are evaluated using the same visual instruc-
tion tuning setup detailed in Section 2.3, and mainly
224×224 input resolution for the purpose of fair com-
parison. Because the goal is not to produce a state-of-
the-art MLLM, we did not employ techniques such as
unfreezing the vision encoder, resolution tiling (Liu
et al., 2024b), and spatial visual aggregator (Tong
et al., 2024a).

For classic vision, we follow the evaluation procedure
from Oquab et al. (2023) and evaluate linear probe
performance on ImageNet-1k (Deng et al., 2009),
ADE20K (Zhou et al., 2019), and NYU Depth v2 (Sil-
berman et al., 2012). The input resolution differs
between classic vision tasks, but each model tested
uses the same exact settings from Oquab et al. (2023).
We emphasize that the primary motivation is still to
provide controlled insights.

Performance at 224px. Web-DINO can outperform
off-the-shelf MetaCLIP in both VQA and classic vi-
sion tasks. Web-DINO is even able to match the
performance of SigLIP and SigLIP2 on VQA despite
seeing 5× less data and receiving no language supervi-
sion. In general, Web-DINO outperforms all off-shelf
language-supervised CLIP models at traditional vi-
sion benchmarks. Although our best Web-DINO
model is 7B parameters, the results from Section 3.1
and Section 3.2 suggest that CLIP models saturate
beyond moderate model and data sizes, while visual
SSL improves progressively with increasing model
and data size. Web-DINO also outperforms off-the-
shelf visual SSL methods, including DINOv2 (Oquab
et al., 2023), in all VQA categories. Web-DINO is
also competitive in traditional vision benchmarks.

Performance beyond 224px. Next, we discuss the
performance of higher resolution models. Following
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Language-SupervisedModels

SigLIP ViT-SO400M WebLI 45.0B
224 55.4 74.4 48.7 39.5 58.9 86.5 36.5 38.0 0.607 0.525

384 60.0 76.3 50.4 53.5 59.7 87.3 39.5 47.2 0.582 0.438

SigLIP2 ViT-SO400M WebLI 45.0B
224 56.3 74.4 50.7 42.1 58.1 87.5 41.1 44.2 0.562 0.539

384 62.0 76.6 51.9 58.4 61.0 88.1 43.5 50.2 0.524 0.469

MetaCLIP ViT-G MetaCLIP 12.8B 224 54.8 75.5 48.2 37.3 58.4 86.4 38.0 46.7 0.524 0.415

Visual Self-SupervisedModels

MAE ViT-H ImageNet-1k 2.0B 224 45.2 64.6 43.9 20.6 51.7 76.6 33.3 30.7 0.517 0.483

I-JEPA ViT-H ImageNet-22k 0.9B 224 44.7 65.4 43.9 21.2 48.4 68.8 31.6 34.6 0.548 0.520

DINOv2 ViT-g LVD-142M 1.9B 518 47.9 70.2 45.0 21.2 55.3 86.0 49.0 53.0 0.344 0.298

224 55.2 74.5 48.0 39.4 59.1 86.5 42.1 52.6 0.491 0.376

378 57.4 73.9 47.7 50.4 57.7 86.3 42.3 53.1 0.498 0.366Web-DINO ViT-7B MC-2B 8.0B

518 59.9 75.5 48.2 55.1 60.8 86.4 42.6 52.8 0.490 0.362

Table 3 Comparisonwith other visionmodels. Web-DINO ViT-7B achieves competitive performance with CLIP models on
VQA without language supervision and surpasses them on traditional vision tasks. Compared to other self-supervised
models like DINOv2, Web-DINO significantly narrows the performance gap with CLIP on VQA tasks, particularly
excelling in OCR & Chart understanding. These results demonstrate that SSL can effectively produce strong visual
representations for both multimodal and classic vision tasks.

Oquab et al. (2023), we additionally fine-tune Web-
DINO for 20k steps. We do this for resolutions of 378
and 518, to compare against the higher-resolution
off-shelf versions of SigLIP as well as DINO. See
Appendix C for training details. From 224 to 378
to 518 resolution, Web-DINO improves steadily at
average VQA, with notable gains in OCR & Chart
performance. Classic vision performance improves
modestly with higher resolution. At 384 resolution,
Web-DINO trails behind SigLIP. At 518 resolution,
Web-DINO is largely able to bridge the gap. The
results suggest that Web-DINO may benefit from
further increasing high-resolution adaptation.

6 RelatedWork

Visual self-supervised learning methods. Early vi-
sual SSL methods explored various pretext tasks
for pretraining (Wang and Gupta, 2015; Doersch
et al., 2015; Noroozi and Favaro, 2016; Zhang et al.,
2016; Gidaris et al., 2018; Balestriero et al., 2023).
More recently, research has converged on two primary
approaches: joint embedding methods and masked
image modeling. Joint embedding methods learn
invariant features by aligning representations of dif-
ferent augmented views (He et al., 2019; Misra and
Van Der Maaten, 2019; Chen et al., 2020a; Grill et al.,
2020; Chen et al., 2020b; Chen and He, 2021; Chen

et al., 2021; Caron et al., 2021; LeCun, 2022; Chen
et al., 2022; Garrido et al., 2023), while masked mod-
eling (Zhou et al., 2021; He et al., 2022; Wei et al.,
2022; Fan et al., 2023; Assran et al., 2023; Woo et al.,
2023; Bar et al., 2024; Bai et al., 2024; Carreira et al.,
2024) learns by predicting masked visual inputs.

Our work complements SSL research focused on pre-
training algorithms, by taking off-the-shelf training
code and training visual SSL at scale with a controlled
experimental setup. In Question 1, we show that the
observed scaling behavior generalizes across both
joint embedding and masked modeling SSL methods,
and is likely not a method-specific phenomena.

Data used to train vision models. Both supervised
(He et al., 2016; Xie et al., 2016; Dosovitskiy et al.,
2021; Liu et al., 2022) and SSL vision models have tra-
ditionally relied on standard datasets such as MNIST
(LeCun, 1998), CIFAR-10 (Krizhevsky et al., 2009),
and ImageNet (Deng et al., 2009; Ridnik et al., 2021).
More recently, self-supervised methods have scaled
to larger unlabeled datasets, such as YFCC (Thomee
et al., 2016), LVD-142M (Oquab et al., 2023), and
IG-3B (Singh et al., 2023); however, these methods
still exhibit a significant performance gap compared
to language-supervised models on VQA.

In contrast, language-supervised models (Radford
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et al., 2021; Zhai et al., 2023; Sun et al., 2023, 2024;
Xu et al., 2024b; Tang et al., 2025) leverage signifi-
cantly larger image-text datasets, from WIT-400M
(Radford et al., 2021) to billion-scale web data (Schuh-
mann et al., 2022; Fang et al., 2024; Xu et al., 2024b;
Gadre et al., 2024), with some using up to 100B
image-text pairs (Wang et al., 2025). Studies suggest
that pretraining data distribution is more critical
for downstream performance than specific training
methodologies (Fang et al., 2022; Liu and He, 2025).

Our work bridges these paradigms by pretraining SSL
models on web-scale data. Through controlled exper-
iments (Section 3 and 4), we show that (1) visual SSL
models are sensitive to the training distribution, (2)
increasing data diversity and quantity significantly
improves performance on a diverse range of VQA
tasks, and (3) training on a higher concentration of
images containing text is highly effective for improv-
ing OCR & Chart understanding.

Evaluating vision models. Classic works have pri-
marily used image classification (LeCun, 1998;
Krizhevsky et al., 2009; Deng et al., 2009; Bossard
et al., 2014; Hendrycks et al., 2019, 2020) to evaluate
learned representations. More recent SSL research
has expanded evaluation to include image segmenta-
tion (Everingham et al., 2010; Cordts et al., 2016; He
et al., 2017; Zhou et al., 2019), depth estimation (Sil-
berman et al., 2012; Geiger et al., 2013; Song et al.,
2015), and video classification (Soomro et al., 2012;
Goyal et al., 2017a; Baruch et al., 2021). Language-
supervised models (Radford et al., 2021; Zhai et al.,
2023), due to their two-tower encoder structure, com-
monly use zero-shot image classification to assess the
quality of learned image and text features.

Our work follows recent proposals (Naeem et al., 2024;
Fini et al., 2024; Tong et al., 2024a) to evaluate vision
encoders on a broader range of VQA tasks (Goyal
et al., 2017b; Yue et al., 2024a; Liu et al., 2024c; Fu
et al., 2023; Tao and Xie, 2024; Yue et al., 2024b;
xAI, 2024) using MLLMs. These VQA tasks com-
plement traditional vision benchmarks by assessing
visual features on a more diverse range of real-world
perceptual challenges. As shown in Section 3 and Sec-
tion 4, we find that visual SSL trained on web-scale
data learns representations that continue to improve
on VQA benchmarks, and—to a lesser degree—also
on traditional vision benchmarks.

7 Limitations

In this work, we focus on training visual SSL mod-
els without using language. The main limitation of

vision-only models, compared to language-supervised
models, is that they do not support zero-shot image
classification out of the box. However, by integrating
visual SSL models into MLLM frameworks through
instruction tuning, we show they can achieve impres-
sive downstream performance across classification
and other tasks. Another way to achieve zero-shot
image classification is to use LiT-style adaptation
(Zhai et al., 2022; Jose et al., 2024), but this is out-
of-scope for our work as we do not use language
supervision. To focus on comparing the vision en-
coder, we fixed the base LLM for visual instruction
tuning to Llama-3 8B Instruct (AI@Meta, 2024). We
hypothesize that the findings using other LLM back-
bones would be similar, however this is not in scope
for our work. Additionally, while we demonstrate
that visual SSL scales well on MetaCLIP data, we
leave the exploration of even larger and/or uncurated
datasets to future work.

8 Discussion

We show that large-scale visual encoders that are
trained with self-supervised language-free objectives
can produce high quality visual features for mul-
timodal models. Our results echo the “bitter les-
son” (Sutton, 2019) and suggest that imposing less
supervision—including language—remains a promis-
ing direction for advancing the field of computer
vision. We hope our work will inspire further explo-
ration of vision-only approaches, which will enable
the construction of next generation vision models
that excel at both traditional vision and modern
multimodal capabilities.
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A Implementation Details

Training. For training Web-DINO, Web-MAE, and
CLIP models, we closely follow the existing open-
source codebases: the official DINOv2 and MAE
repositories, and the MetaCLIP codebase which
builds on top of the OpenCLIP codebase (Cherti
et al., 2023). We use Fully Sharded Data Parallel
(FSDP) (Zhao et al., 2023) for distributed training
of larger models.

For Web-DINO and CLIP pretraining, we follow the
exact recipe and hyperparameters from the original
paper for their largest model. For MAE pretraining,
we observe that training becomes more prone to di-
vergence as model size increases. To mitigate this,
we reduce the learning rate from 2.4e-3 to 1.6e-3 and
extend the warmup period to 80K iterations. Table 4
provides a summary of the pretraining hyperparame-
ters.

Model Batch Size Learning Rate Warmup

Web-DINO 3072 3.5e-4 100K
Web-MAE 4096 1.6e-3 80K
CLIP 32768 4e-4 2K

Table 4 Hyperparameters forWeb-DINO,Web-MAE and CLIP.

VQA evaluation. For VQA evaluation, we follow
Tong et al. (2024a,b) and use Cambrian-Alignment
data for MLP projector training and Cambrian-7M
for MLP and LLM fine-tuning. We finetune on top
of Llama-3 8B Instruct (AI@Meta, 2024). The vision
encoder is frozen throughout finetuning. We excluded
LAION (Schuhmann et al., 2022) images from the
Cambrian data to comply with safety standards. We
first encode the images at the model’s original input
resolution using the pretrained vision encoder. Next,
we extract features from the final encoder layer. Fol-
lowing prior approaches (Tong et al., 2024a,b), we
then resize the resulting token sequence to a fixed
length of 576 tokens through bilinear interpolation.
This ensures consistency across evaluations despite
variations in input image resolutions. We report
configurations in Table 5.

Classic vision evaluation. We follow the evalua-
tion procedure in DINOv2 (Oquab et al., 2023) for
all classic vision evaluation: linear probe on Ima-
geNet1k (Deng et al., 2009), ADE20K (Zhou et al.,
2019), and NYU Depth v2 (Silberman et al., 2012).
For ImageNet-1k, we evaluate models with their pre-
trained image resolution; For ADE20K and NYU
Depth v2, we use the settings from Oquab et al.
(2023). For ADE20K, we follow DINOv2 and report

the linear and +ms setting. For NYU Depth v2, we
report lin. 1 and lin. 4. See the original paper for
additional details.

Model architectures. In Table 1, we defined the ViT
architectures used in our study. To recap, we first
borrowed the ViT-g architecture from Oquab et al.
(2023) and named it ViT-1B for consistent notation.
We then define 2B, 3B, 5B, and 7B architectures
inspired by language model scaling. Specifically, the
2 - 7B architectures are wider than the 1B variant,
inspired by language model recipes. Our 7B archi-
tecture is almost identical to the Llama-2 7B design,
except for the patch embedding layer which is unique
to ViTs.

Text filtering. In Question 4, we introduced the
“Light” and “Heavy” filters which retain 50.3% and
1.3% of MC-2B respectively. Specifically, we use
a small MLLM, SmolVLM2 (Allal et al., 2025), to
identify images containing text, using prompts such
as “Does this image contain any readable text?”. The
intention is not to achieve perfect filtering, but rather
to skew the data distribution in the general desired
direction. See Figure 8 for a visualization of the
filtering process and some examples. This results in
two curated datasets:

(i) Light filter: Retains 50.3% of the original data,
primarily consisting of images with some textual con-
tent. Prompt used: “Does this image contain any
readable text? Answer only yes or no.”

(ii) Heavy filter: Retains only 1.3% of the data, fo-
cusing mainly on charts and documents. Prompt
used: “Please think carefully before answering. Does
this image contain charts, tables, or documents with
readable text? Answer only yes or no.”

B Full Results

We include full results of all experiments presented
in Section 3 and Section 4.

B.1 Web-DINO

Scaling up model sizes. We show quantitative results
of scaling up the model under VQA evaluation in
Table 6 and classic vision evaluation in Table 7. These
are the numerical results for Section 3.1.

Scaling up data sizes. We show quantitative results
of scaling up the number of data seen with Web-
DINO ViT-7B on VQA evaluation in Table 8 and
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Backbone Data Adapter Instruction Tuning
LLM Adapter Instruction Tuning LR WD BS LR WD BS

Llama-3 8B Instruct Cambrian Adapter Data Cambrian-7M 1.00e-5 0.0 512 4.00e-5 0 512
Table 5 Hyperparameters for all VQA experiments. We exclude LAION (Schuhmann et al., 2022) from Cambrian data.
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Web-DINO ViT-1B 49.01 1731.52 65.37 69.92 62.40 72.58 35.33 12.30 64.28 19.20 9.40 47.41 17.00 37.33 57.12 64.80 63.16
Web-DINO ViT-2B 50.77 1760.80 68.98 71.29 62.89 73.67 31.77 15.90 67.06 23.30 15.60 49.20 19.00 38.00 57.38 65.85 64.41
Web-DINO ViT-3B 51.71 1757.27 68.04 71.84 63.19 73.57 33.00 14.40 67.32 25.68 17.10 50.45 20.00 42.66 56.86 69.49 65.83
Web-DINO ViT-5B 52.83 1840.81 70.01 72.39 63.56 75.06 32.11 12.40 67.77 26.96 22.10 50.64 21.00 44.66 57.64 67.75 69.16
Web-DINO ViT-7B 53.87 1823.76 68.98 73.02 64.22 74.61 35.11 14.00 69.43 28.80 23.59 51.10 22.00 48.00 59.34 69.96 68.58

Table 6 VQA Evaluation: Web-DINO trained onMC-2Bwith 2 billion images seen.

classic vision evaluation in Table 9. These are the
numerical results for Section 3.2.

Scaling down training data. We show VQA evalua-
tion results from training Web-DINO on less diverse
data–ImageNet-1k, in Table 10. These are the full
results for scaling down training data experiments in
Question 2.

B.2 Web-MAE

We show VQA evaluation results from scaling up
MAE trained on MC-2B, in Table 11. These are the
full results for Question 1.

B.3 Scaled CLIPModels

We show VQA evaluation results from scaling up
MetaCLIP (Xu et al., 2024b) trained on MC-2B, in
Table 12. These are the full results for Section 3.1.
In contrast to visual SSL methods in Table 7 and
Table 11, CLIP models do not exhibit clear scaling
behavior.

B.4 Text FilteredModels

We provide full results for Question 4. As shown
in Table 13, SSL models learn features particularly
well-suited for OCR & Chart tasks when trained on
datasets with a higher concentration of text-rich im-
ages. This suggests that visual SSL is sensitive to the
underlying training distribution and can be effectively
steered toward specific downstream applications, such
as OCR & Chart.

B.5 BaselineModels

In Table 14, we provide full VQA results for the refer-
ence off-shelf models that we evaluated in Section 5.

C High Resolution Adaption ofWeb-
SSL

Following Oquab et al. (2023), we further fine-tune
our model under higher resolution settings of 378×378
and 518×518 for 20k iterations. We use a batch size
of 2048 and a correspondingly lower learning rate
of 1.41e-5. All other parameters remain exactly the
same as previously specified, including the learning
rate warmup ratio, given the total of 10k iterations.

We also provided detailed benchmark results of high-
resolution adaptation of Web-DINO in Table 15.

D Evaluation

Table 16 lists evaluation benchmarks used and their
purposes.

E Pretraining Dataset Cards

For reference, in Table 17 we include the data com-
position of LVD-142M, which was used to train the
off-shelf DINOv2 model (Oquab et al., 2023). LVD-
142M is a carefully curated data mix closely aligned
with downstream classic vision evaluation tasks. In
comparison, we leverage MetaCLIP data, which is
less curated and collected from 15 snapshots of Com-
monCrawl (CC).
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Vision Backbone IN1k lin. ADE20K lin. ADE20K +ms. NYUd lin. 1 (↓) NYUd lin. 4 (↓)
Web-DINO ViT-1B 84.70 46.60 50.97 0.364 0.345
Web-DINO ViT-2B 85.16 50.55 52.32 0.351 0.335
Web-DINO ViT-3B 85.66 50.17 53.12 0.348 0.328
Web-DINO ViT-5B 85.84 49.54 53.27 0.378 0.335
Web-DINO ViT-7B 86.00 49.08 54.65 0.380 0.339

Table 7 Classic Vision Evaluation: Web-DINO trained onMC-2Bwith 2 billion images seen.
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Web-DINO ViT-7B (1B Data) 51.02 1785.97 68.12 72.54 63.60 73.87 32.88 12.70 66.58 23.60 15.20 49.04 19.00 43.33 57.12 68.35 61.08
Web-DINO ViT-7B (2B Data) 53.87 1823.76 68.98 73.02 64.22 74.61 35.11 14.00 69.43 28.80 23.59 51.10 22.00 48.00 59.34 69.96 68.58
Web-DINO ViT-7B (4B Data) 54.37 1827.12 71.39 72.61 63.53 72.73 34.00 18.90 67.09 35.12 30.00 53.19 24.00 45.33 55.94 69.68 65.00
Web-DINO ViT-7B (8B Data) 55.24 1811.05 71.30 72.14 64.04 72.43 35.66 15.20 68.52 35.52 36.40 56.53 29.00 46.00 57.90 70.53 62.08

Table 8 VQA Evaluation: Web-DINOViT-7B trained onMC-2Bwith increased number of images seen.

Vision Backbone IN1k lin. ADE20K lin. ADE20K +ms. NYUd lin. 1 (↓) NYUd lin. 4 (↓)
Web-DINO ViT-7B (2B Data) 86.00 49.08 54.65 0.380 0.339
Web-DINO ViT-7B (4B Data) 86.33 47.41 54.66 0.416 0.363
Web-DINO ViT-7B (8B Data) 86.52 42.14 52.55 0.491 0.376

Table 9 Classic Vision Evaluation: Web-DINOViT-7B trained onMC-2Bwith increased number of images seen.
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Table 10 VQAEvaluation: Web-DINO trained on ImageNet-1k.
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Web-MAE ViT-3B 50.92 1723.85 64.69 69.71 60.94 72.13 34.33 13.50 65.70 30.92 24.60 48.92 20.00 37.33 54.64 64.15 66.91
Web-MAE ViT-5B 51.50 1710.13 65.12 70.13 61.10 72.63 32.66 13.90 65.67 33.80 26.50 49.60 21.00 38.00 53.72 66.69 67.91

Table 11 VQA Evaluation: Web-MAE trained onMC-2B.
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MetaCLIP ViT-1B 52.30 1813.70 68.90 69.45 60.35 74.07 33.55 12.70 64.41 33.20 34.59 52.15 26.00 37.33 52.15 65.47 61.83
MetaCLIP ViT-2B 53.03 1787.39 68.81 69.54 61.08 75.16 34.66 20.10 65.38 32.80 32.90 52.55 26.00 37.33 52.94 65.19 64.67
MetaCLIP ViT-3B 53.22 1873.67 68.72 70.33 61.85 77.29 32.77 11.80 66.35 32.16 34.40 54.58 26.00 35.33 55.55 65.57 65.08
MetaCLIP ViT-5B 52.52 1779.03 70.10 70.26 61.53 72.43 33.44 17.90 66.74 30.04 32.20 52.49 25.00 39.33 54.50 64.22 61.16
MetaCLIP ViT-7B 52.97 1827.80 69.93 69.47 61.33 74.91 35.55 16.80 65.15 32.12 32.10 52.07 25.00 39.33 54.11 65.08 63.16

Table 12 VQA Evaluation: MetaCLIP trained onMC-2Bwith 2 billion images seen.
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Web-DINO ViT-1B (No Filter) 49.01 1731.52 65.37 69.92 62.40 72.58 35.33 12.30 64.28 19.20 9.40 47.41 17.00 37.33 57.12 64.80 63.16
Web-DINO ViT-1B (Light Filter) 50.73 1690.89 65.54 70.68 62.63 70.99 33.89 17.80 63.69 26.12 21.80 50.56 20.00 36.00 56.86 64.84 65.75
Web-DINO ViT-1B (Heavy Filter) 49.44 1593.79 61.40 65.34 59.53 71.19 31.33 14.90 64.83 36.92 24.09 50.09 27.00 21.33 53.20 66.53 63.66
Web-DINO ViT-2B (No Filter) 50.77 1760.80 68.98 71.29 62.89 73.67 31.77 15.90 67.06 23.30 15.60 49.20 19.00 38.00 57.38 65.85 64.41
Web-DINO ViT-2B (Light Filter) 53.38 1768.67 68.38 71.80 63.24 74.16 33.88 31.40 67.38 31.40 27.30 51.26 23.00 39.33 56.47 61.13 65.50
Web-DINO ViT-2B (Heavy Filter) 53.65 1743.56 65.29 69.28 61.19 74.86 32.22 14.50 67.42 47.48 29.40 52.80 32.00 40.00 54.50 65.85 64.50

Table 13 VQA Evaluation: Web-DINO trained on text filteredMC-2B.
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CLIP Models
MetaCLIP ViT-H224px 54.91 1860.58 72.93 70.96 62.22 77.88 36.88 15.00 67.32 35.60 33.40 55.10 29.00 41.33 53.46 68.53 65.91
SigLIP ViT-SO400M224px 55.36 1807.30 72.76 71.83 62.68 76.74 35.44 14.00 68.65 33.08 40.20 56.61 28.00 47.33 56.99 66.42 64.66
SigLIP ViT-SO400M384px 59.97 1892.16 73.71 73.00 63.80 77.83 33.88 20.00 69.78 54.24 46.40 63.53 50.00 46.00 58.43 67.37 66.91
SigLIP2 ViT-SO400M224px 56.32 1789.26 73.36 72.20 62.60 74.96 35.55 22.40 69.85 35.76 42.00 59.68 31.00 44.00 54.24 69.88 64.16
SigLIP2 ViT-SO400M384px 61.98 1895.70 74.57 72.24 64.81 79.27 36.33 19.90 72.24 59.68 52.90 67.15 54.00 49.33 54.77 70.73 69.00
SSL Models
DINOv2 ViT-g224px 49.25 1785.25 64.86 70.89 62.89 72.03 32.11 12.40 62.37 17.96 5.50 47.06 15.00 47.33 56.33 65.92 66.08
DINOv2 ViT-g378px 47.94 1734.38 64.26 71.50 62.21 71.04 33.11 9.60 63.08 17.76 5.00 45.59 15.00 41.33 56.47 63.79 60.58
DINOv2 ViT-g518px 47.91 1694.08 62.45 70.64 62.87 71.29 33.55 11.80 63.37 18.32 5.10 46.27 15.00 37.33 56.60 65.36 61.83
I-JEPA ViT-H 224px 44.78 1598.15 60.01 64.04 57.66 68.91 34.55 10.20 62.07 16.72 4.00 42.99 14.00 29.33 49.93 57.39 57.16
MAE ViT-H224px 45.21 1697.06 56.87 56.41 60.51 70.74 32.11 11.50 61.30 17.40 5.50 45.38 14.00 27.33 53.46 61.19 64.75

Table 14 VQAEvaluation: Off-shelf CLIP and SSLmodels.
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Web-DINO224px 55.24 1811.05 71.30 72.14 64.04 72.43 35.66 15.20 68.52 35.52 36.40 56.53 29.00 46.00 57.90 70.53 62.08
Web-DINO378px 57.43 1757.06 70.61 72.59 64.50 72.53 35.11 16.10 67.09 52.04 42.19 61.51 46.00 38.00 59.08 66.55 67.16
Web-DINO518px 59.91 1807.08 73.79 72.92 64.78 74.36 34.66 14.50 69.43 57.28 45.70 64.48 53.00 43.33 60.52 70.08 69.41

Table 15 VQA Evaluation: Web-DINOViT-7B adapted to different resolution
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Benchmark Eval Citation
GQA General VQA Hudson and Manning (2019)
SEED General VQA Ge et al. (2023)
MME General VQA Fu et al. (2023)
MMBench General VQA Liu et al. (2024c)
AI2D Knowledge VQA Hiippala et al. (2021)
ScienceQA Knowledge VQA Lu et al. (2022)
MathVista Knowledge VQA Lu et al. (2023)
MMMU Knowledge VQA Yue et al. (2024a)
TextVQA OCR & Chart VQA Singh et al. (2019)
DocVQA OCR & Chart VQA Mathew et al. (2021)
ChartQA OCR & Chart VQA Masry et al. (2022)
OCRBench OCR & Chart VQA Liu et al. (2023b)
MMVP Vision-Centric VQA Tong et al. (2024c)
RealWorldQA Vision-Centric VQA xAI (2024)
CVBench-2D Vision-Centric VQA Tong et al. (2024a)
CVBench-3D Vision-Centric VQA Tong et al. (2024a)
ImageNet-1k Image Classification Deng et al. (2009)
ADE-20k Image Segmentation Zhou et al. (2019)
NYU Depth v2 Depth Estimation Silberman et al. (2012)

Table 16 List of benchmarks used
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Task Dataset / Split Images Retrieval Retrieved Final
classification ImageNet-22k / – 14,197,086 as is – 14,197,086
classification ImageNet-22k / – 14,197,086 sample 56,788,344 56,788,344
classification ImageNet-1k / train 1,281,167 sample 40,997,344 40,997,344
fine-grained classif. Caltech 101 / train 3,030 cluster 2,630,000 1,000,000
fine-grained classif. CUB-200-2011 / train 5,994 cluster 1,300,000 1,000,000
fine-grained classif. DTD / train1 1,880 cluster 1,580,000 1,000,000
fine-grained classif. FGVC-Aircraft / train 3,334 cluster 1,170,000 1,000,000
fine-grained classif. Flowers-102 / train 1,020 cluster 1,060,000 1,000,000
fine-grained classif. Food-101 / train 75,750 cluster 21,670,000 1,000,000
fine-grained classif. Oxford-IIIT Pet / trainval 3,680 cluster 2,750,000 1,000,000
fine-grained classif. Stanford Cars / train 8,144 cluster 7,220,000 1,000,000
fine-grained classif. SUN397 / train1 19,850 cluster 18,950,000 1,000,000
fine-grained classif. Pascal VOC 2007 / train 2,501 cluster 1,010,000 1,000,000
segmentation ADE20K / train 20,210 cluster 20,720,000 1,000,000
segmentation Cityscapes / train 2,975 cluster 1,390,000 1,000,000
segmentation Pascal VOC 2012 (seg.) / trainaug 1,464 cluster 10,140,000 1,000,000
depth estimation Mapillary SLS / train 1,434,262 as is – 1,434,262
depth estimation KITTI / train (Eigen) 23,158 cluster 3,700,000 1,000,000
depth estimation NYU Depth V2 / train 24,231 cluster 10,850,000 1,000,000
depth estimation SUN RGB-D / train 4,829 cluster 4,870,000 1,000,000
retrieval Google Landmarks v2 / train (clean) 1,580,470 as is – 1,580,470
retrieval Google Landmarks v2 / train (clean) 1,580,470 sample 6,321,880 6,321,880
retrieval AmsterTime / new 1,231 cluster 960,000 960,000
retrieval AmsterTime / old 1,231 cluster 830,000 830,000
retrieval Met / train 397,121 cluster 62,860,000 1,000,000
retrieval Revisiting Oxford / base 4,993 cluster 3,680,000 1,000,000
retrieval Revisiting Paris / base 6,322 cluster 3,660,000 1,000,000

142,109,386

Table 17 LVD-142MData Sources. In contrast to LVD-142M, which relies on highly curated data sources drawn from
distributions closely aligned with various downstream evaluation tasks (see the table above from Oquab et al. (2023)),
our data curation approach adopts the methodology from MetaCLIP (Xu et al., 2024b), utilizing web data collected
from 15 snapshots of CommonCrawl (CC) spanning January 2021 through January 2023.
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