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ABSTRACT

Foundation models like CLIP are trained on hundreds of millions of samples and
effortlessly generalize to new tasks and inputs. Out of the box, CLIP shows stellar
zero-shot and few-shot capabilities on a wide range of out-of-distribution (OOD)
benchmarks, which prior works attribute mainly to today’s large and comprehensive
training dataset (like LAION). However, it is questionable how meaningful terms
like out-of-distribution generalization are for CLIP as it seems likely that web-scale
datasets like LAION simply contain many samples that are similar to common
OOD benchmarks originally designed for ImageNet. To test this hypothesis, we
retrain CLIP on pruned LAION splits that replicate ImageNet’s train-test similarity
with respect to common OOD benchmarks. While we observe a performance
drop on some benchmarks, surprisingly, CLIP’s overall performance remains high.
This shows that high train-test similarity is insufficient to explain CLIP’s OOD
performance, and other properties of the training data must drive CLIP to learn
more generalizable representations. Additionally, by pruning data points that are
dissimilar to the OOD benchmarks, we uncover a 100M split of LAION (¼ of its
original size) on which CLIP can be trained to match its original OOD performance.

1 INTRODUCTION

Large models like GPT-4 (OpenAI, 2023; Schulman et al., 2022), CLIP (Radford et al., 2021),
or LLaMa (Touvron et al., 2023) are changing the technological and academic landscape with
their unprecedented performance and breadth of viable applications. A core characteristic of these
Foundation Models (Bommasani et al., 2021) is that they are trained on hundreds of millions or even
billions of data points scraped from the internet. For example, OpenCLIP (Schuhmann et al., 2022),
the open-source version of CLIP (Radford et al., 2021), is trained on LAION-400M, a web-scale
dataset with a wide variety of image-text pairs (Schuhmann et al., 2021). CLIP forms the backbone of
generative models like DALL-E2 (Ramesh et al., 2022) and is known for its remarkable "zero-shot"
and "few-shot" performance on a wide range of tasks, specifically on "out-of-distribution" (OOD)
benchmarks like ImageNet-Sketch (Wang et al., 2019), ImageNet-R (Hendrycks et al., 2020), etc.

Prior work has shown that CLIP’s stellar OOD performance stems mainly from its data distri-
bution (Fang et al., 2022; Radford et al., 2021). Nevertheless, it remains unclear which specific
properties of the training distribution, such as its scale, diversity, density, or relation to the test
set, drive performance. OOD benchmarks like ImageNet-Sketch and ImageNet-R were originally
designed in reference to ImageNet-1k (Deng et al., 2009), which had served as the primary dataset
driving progress in machine vision for several years before the emergence of web-scale datasets.
ImageNet-Sketch, ImageNet-R, and others are considered OOD because they share the same con-
tent (i.e., classes) as ImageNet-1k but are dissimilar in terms of style, pose, scale, background, or

*Equal contribution. Code available at https://github.com/brendel-group/clip-ood
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viewpoint. Clearly, there is no guarantee that these datasets are also dissimilar to LAION-400M. We
provide anecdotal evidence in Fig. 1 where we choose samples from ImageNet-Sketch and ImageNet-
R and examine their nearest perceptual neighbors in LAION-400M and ImageNet-R. We find highly
similar neighbors and even exact duplicates in LAION-400M while neighbors in ImageNet-Train
are relatively dissimilar. In other words, models trained on LAION-400M may perform well on
conventional OOD benchmarks simply due to being trained on semantically and stylistically similar
data points. Naturally, the question arises:

Does CLIP’s accuracy on test sets mainly stem from highly similar images in its train set?

By highly similar images, we mean images that are stylistically and semantically more similar to the
test sets than any image in ImageNet-1k. The goal of our work is to resolve this question. To this end,
we make the following contributions:

• In Sec. 4.1, we begin by introducing perceptual similarity (Ilharco et al., 2021), which has previously
been shown to capture stylistic and semantic similarity between images (Fu et al., 2023; Gadre et al.,
2023; Zhang et al., 2021). We show that the distribution of perceptual similarities between samples
from OOD test sets and their nearest neighbors in LAION-400M tends to differ substantially
from ImageNet-Train (Sec. 4.1). This difference could explain CLIP’s high performance as we
observe a high correlation between zero-shot accuracy and nearest neighbor similarity of test
samples (Sec. 4.1). Similarly, we then demonstrate that pruning samples from LAION-400M in the
order of decreasing perceptual similarity (starting from the highest) to OOD test samples quickly
deteriorates CLIP’s performance (Sec. 4.2).

• In order to assess the impact of highly similar images on CLIP’s generalization performance, we
introduce the notion of a generalization gap based on nearest neighbor distance (Sec. 5). Under
this formalization, highly similar images of LAION-400M lie within the generalization gap of
ImageNet-Train to the OOD test sets, i.e., are more similar to test samples than any image in
ImageNet-Train is. We then create a subset of LAION-400M for each OOD test set, ensuring that
their generalization gap is consistent with that of ImageNet-Train (Sec. 6). The OOD test sets are
as out-of-distribution to these curate subsets of LAION-400M as they are to ImageNet-Train. As
our central result, we surprisingly find that training CLIP models on those subsets leads only to
marginal losses on the corresponding OOD benchmarks (Tab. 1). We hence conclude that high
train-test similarity cannot fully explain CLIP’s remarkable OOD performance, and other properties
of LAION-400M must play a role.

• To facilitate future research into the OOD generalization performance of visual foundation models,
we curate a 100M subset of LAION-400M (¼ of its original size) on which CLIP maintains its full
OOD benchmark performance (Sec. 4.2 & B.2).

2 RELATED WORK

Measuring OOD generalization To assess expected model performance in the wild, researchers
use different test sets that are considered OOD with respect to the training distribution. The terms
OOD generalization, (distributional) robustness, or just generalization are used interchangeably by
the community. This work mainly focuses on standard datasets that share classes with ImageNet.
They include: image renditions (ImageNet-R; Hendrycks et al., 2020), unusual camera views and
object positions (ObjectNet; Barbu et al., 2019), images selected to be difficult for ImageNet-trained
ResNet-50s (ImageNet-A; Hendrycks et al., 2021) and sketches of ImageNet classes (ImageNet-
Sketch; Wang et al., 2019). We also consider two datasets commonly considered in-distribution,
namely ImageNet-Val, which is just the test dataset of ImageNet (Deng et al., 2009), and a similarly
sampled but newer test set for ImageNet (ImageNet-V2; Recht et al., 2019).

ID vs. OOD generalization While researchers treat the test sets listed above as OOD with respect
to the training distribution when they study robustness, this core assumption is rarely scrutinized.
Large-scale language-image models such as CLIP (Radford et al., 2021), ALIGN (Jia et al., 2021),
or BASIC (Pham et al., 2021) claim exceptional OOD generalization and zero-shot capabilities.
Fang et al. (2022) probe which aspects of the models—like language supervision, cost function, or
training distribution—are related to a model’s effective OOD robustness and find that differences in
the distribution play a key role. Further, Nguyen et al. (2022) find that combining data from multiple
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sources for training interpolates the model’s effective robustness on an OOD test set between the
performance of the model trained on either data source. Here, we aim to extend the findings of Fang
et al. (2022) and Nguyen et al. (2022) by evaluating whether high similarity between training and
test set is the main driver of CLIP’s claimed OOD performance, or whether CLIP is truly better at
generalizing across larger distribution shifts.

Figure 1: Similarity of common benchmarks to LAION-400M and ImageNet-Train. We show
nearest neighbors of ImageNet-Sketch, ImageNet-R and ImageNet-Val images in LAION-400M
and ImageNet-Train ordered by decreasing perceptual similarity. We omit duplicates within these
nearest neighbors. Perceptual similarity is cosine similarity computed in CLIP’s image embedding
space (see Sec. 4) and can be thought of as measuring the “perceptual closeness” of images in terms
of both content and style. LAION-400M clearly contains more similar images to samples from
ImageNet-Sketch and ImageNet-R, in contrast ImageNet-Train is more similar to ImageNet-Val.
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Figure 2: Relation between perceptual similarity and visual closeness of nearest neighbors. Query
images are sampled from ImageNet-Sketch (top row) and are connected to their nearest neighbor
in LAION-400M (bottom row). As in Fig. 1, perceptual similarity is simply the cosine similarity
measured in CLIP’s image embedding space.

3 EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

This section contains technical specifics of image-to-image similarity computation, training details,
deduplication and LAION-200M. Readers can choose to skip this section and return to it when they
seek details on the aforementioned. For computing image-to-image similarity, measuring duplicates,
and pruning data points, we use CLIP ViT-B/16+’s image embedding space. For all our pruning
experiments, we train CLIP ViT-B/32 (Dosovitskiy et al., 2020) for 32 epochs with a batch size of
33,600 on one node with eight A100 GPUs (training takes several days, depending on the dataset size).
We use the implementation provided by Ilharco et al. (2021) and stick to their settings for learning
rate, weight decay, etc. Our downloaded version of LAION-400M contains only 377M images overall
due to missing or broken links, compared to the original 400M used in OpenCLIP (Ilharco et al.,
2021). Abbas et al. (2023) show that pruning exact duplicates, near duplicates, and semantically very
similar samples within LAION-400M (not yet taking any test sets into account) can reduce dataset
size by up to 50% without performance degradation. We re-implement their method to generate our
baseline LAION split containing 199M samples, which we refer to as LAION-200M. This step is
important to make training multiple instances of CLIP feasible, and we observe that the incurred drop
in performance is negligible (compare Tab. 1). The test datasets used in our experiments and analyses
are ImageNet-Val, ImageNet-Sketch, ImageNet-V2, ImageNet-R, ImageNet-A, and ObjectNet.

4 THE SIMILARITY HYPOTHESIS

4.1 COMPARING LAION AND IMAGENET’S TEST-SET SIMILARITY

The popular ImageNet-1k and LAION-400M datasets differ not only in scale but also in their
diversity. ImageNet-1k consists of 1.2 million samples, the vast majority of which are natural images.
In comparison, LAION-400M comprises roughly 400 million samples scraped from the Common
Crawl dataset*. The Common Crawl dataset comprises petabytes of data collected over more than a
decade of web crawling; LAION-400M, therefore, contains an extremely high diversity and density
of images.

The most common datasets used for testing OOD generalization performance are ImageNet-Sketch,
ImageNet-R, ImageNet-V2, ImageNet-A, and ObjectNet. To quantify similarity of samples from
the aforementioned datasets to data points in ImageNet-1k (for which they were designed) and
LAION-400M, we here use a common perceptual similarity metric based on the cosine similarity in
the image embedding space of a LAION-400M-trained CLIP ViT-B/16+ model (Ilharco et al., 2021).
Abbas et al. (2023) demonstrated that nearest neighbors in the image embedding space share semantic
and stylistic characteristics. We illustrate this in Fig. 2, where we plot samples from ImageNet-Sketch
and their neighbors in LAION-400M for different similarity values. Visually, the similarity scores
correlate well with the semantic and stylistic closeness of the image pairs. This is corroborated by
other works that demonstrate high perceptual alignment between CLIP’s embedding distance and
human perception (Fu et al., 2023) and use it to sample ImageNet-like data points from a large dataset
(Gadre et al., 2023) or to build a similarity-based classifier for few-shot classification (Zhang et al.,

*https://commoncrawl.org/
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Figure 3: Similarity of nearest neighbors to test sets varies between LAION-400M and ImageNet-
Train and is correlated with performance. Left: The histograms display the similarity of samples in
ImageNet-Sketch (left), ImageNet-R (center), and ImageNet-Val (right) to their nearest neighbors in
LAION-400M (red) and ImageNet-Train (blue). LAION-400M is overall more similar to ImageNet-
Sketch and ImageNet-R, while ImageNet-Train is more similar to ImageNet-Val. Right: The strong
correlation between perceptual similarity of test points to nearest neighbors in LAION-400M samples
and CLIP’s top-1 classification accuracy indicates that differences in similarity can be expected to
drastically impact the performance of LAION-trained models. Data points in the correlation plot are
averaged over bins (interval = 0.05) of the red histograms in the left plot.

2021). We consequently use it as the main similarity measure (or distance measure) throughout this
paper. We interchangeably use the terms similarity and perceptual similarity to refer to this metric.
Likewise, nearest neighbors or similar images to a query image denotes the closest images (images
with the least distance or most similarity) in the CLIP image-embedding space.

In Fig. 1 and Appx. C, we use perceptual similarity to illustrate that often nearest neighbors of
samples from OOD datasets in LAION-400M are semantically and stylistically more similar to
them than their nearest neighbors from ImageNet-Train are. Specifically, for ImageNet-Sketch and
ImageNet-R images, it is evident that neighbors in LAION-400M share both semantics and style,
whereas neighbors in ImageNet-Train are merely natural images of the same class. In contrast,
for ImageNet-Val, nearest neighbors in ImageNet-Train seem more similar than the neighbors in
LAION-400M. To quantify this observation, we measure the distribution of perceptual similarities
of all ImageNet-Sketch samples to their nearest neighbors in LAION-400M and ImageNet-Train
(Fig. 3, left). While ImageNet-Train’s similarity distribution has a mode of roughly 0.65 and is
fairly narrow, LAION’s similarity distribution peaks at around 0.8 and is much broader. The same
trend can be observed for ImageNet-R. In contrast, the distribution of nearest neighbor similarities to
ImageNet-Val (Fig. 3, right) indicates that samples are generally closer to ImageNet-Train than to the
LAION-400M, but the difference in modes is smaller. We refer the reader to Appx. C and A.1 for
nearest neighbor and perceptual similarity histograms for ImageNet-V2, ImageNet-A, and ObjectNet.
For these datasets, the similarity distributions of LAION-400M and ImageNet-Train barely differ.

Moreover, in Appx. A.2, we detail the number of near duplicates (duplicates up to small shifts
or crops) of the OOD datasets in LAION-400M and ImageNet-Train. While we found 3.1% of
ImageNet-Sketch images to have duplicates in LAION-400M, there are only 0.04% ImageNet-Sketch
duplicates in ImageNet-Train. On the other hand, ImageNet-Train contains duplicates of 2.67%
ImageNet-Val images as opposed to just 0.14% ImageNet-Val images in LAION-400M.

The rightmost plot of Fig. 3 illustrates that similarity between test samples and their nearest neighbors
is a good predictor for a model’s performance on these samples. Each data point here corresponds
to a bin from one of the red histograms to the left. We report CLIP’s average top-1 classification
accuracy over all samples in the same bin. We observe a clear correlation between similarity and
classification performance, ranging from 35% accuracy for sketches that have no similar counterparts
in LAION-400M (similarity 0.38) up to 69% accuracy for sketches that are duplicated in LAION-
400M (similarity close to 1).

Based on these observations, we expect that for ImageNet-Sketch and ImageNet-R, LAION-400M
will contain a large number of highly similar images. Because of the high correlation between
train-test similarity and accuracy, it is a natural hypothesis that this similarity largely explains CLIP’s
high performance.
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Figure 4: Effect of pruning similar and dissimilar points to a given test set. The baseline model is
trained on de-duplicated LAION-400M, which we call LAION-200M. To generate the ‘near-pruned’
datasets, we remove images in decreasing order of similarity to ImageNet-Sketch or ImageNet-Val
(based on CLIP image-embedding similarity). In contrast, the ‘far-pruned’ datasets are generated
by pruning images in the increasing order of similarity values to the respective test sets. For the
‘rand-pruned’ datasets, we prune random points. Clearly, pruning similar images adversely affects
performance in comparison to pruning dissimilar or random images. CLIP’s ‘near-pruned’ and
‘far-pruned’ performance across all six test sets is shown in Fig. 7.

4.2 IMPACT OF PRUNING (DIS)SIMILAR IMAGES

In the last subsection, we found that a sample’s similarity to its nearest neighbors in the training
set is highly predictive of a model’s performance on this sample. We can observe this effect even
more directly by pruning highly similar samples from LAION in the order of decreasing perceptual
similarity to test data points. We then train CLIP on the pruned dataset and evaluate its performance on
the test set to see how much CLIP’s performance is influenced by train-test set similarity. To elucidate
further, we order all samples in LAION by their distance to the perceptually most similar test sample
from a given test set. We then start pruning from those samples in LAION that are most similar
to the test set in the decreasing order of similarity. To ease analysis, we perform this experiment
on LAION-200M (see Sec. 3). We prune the dataset to 150M, 100M, and 50M (collectively called
‘near-pruned’ splits), making the splits progressively more dissimilar to the test sets.

We also examine the effect of removing points from LAION-200M that are highly dissimilar to the
test data points. We refer to the resulting datasets as ‘far-pruned’. Here again, we order all samples
in LAION by their distance to the perceptually most similar test sample from a given test set. We
then start pruning from those samples in LAION that are least similar to the test set in the increasing
order of similarity. As baseline, we also prune random points to generate ‘rand-pruned’ data splits.
We separately use ImageNet-Sketch and ImageNet-Val as test datasets to generate ‘near-pruned’ and
‘far-pruned’ splits.

We train CLIP on 15 different subsets of LAION-200M which differ in their pruning strategy (‘near-
pruned’, ‘far-pruned’, or ‘rand-pruned’), the target test set (ImageNet-Val or ImageNet-Sketch) and
their pruning strength (150M, 100M, and 50M). We plot the resulting zero-shot accuracy on the
target test sets in Fig. 4. We find that the ‘near-pruned’ accuracy curve drops quickly with decreasing
dataset size. This reiterates that a large chunk of CLIP’s performance directly stems from similar
images to the test set that are removed here. In contrast, the performance of models trained on
the ‘far-pruned’ datasets remains stable up until a dataset size of 100M. In fact, the performance
even slightly surpasses that of the baseline model, further indicating that dissimilar samples do not
contribute to CLIP’s performance and instead act more like noise in the training data. We extend our
analysis in Appx. B.1 (Fig. 7).
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Figure 5: Aligning the generalization gap of two datasets. A larger, denser, more diverse dataset
likely contains samples closer to given test points than a smaller, sparser one. To correct for this, we
compute the nearest neighbor distance of each test point to the smaller dataset (left) and prune points
from the larger dataset that lie within this hull (center). We end up with a corrected large dataset that
replicates the generalization gap of the small one (right).

Motivated by the performance increase of CLIP trained on ‘far-pruned’ datasets, we aim to a build a
’coreset’ of lower size that constitutes of samples needed to generalize well to the six test sets. To
this end, we far-prune LAION-200M based on all six test sets to obtain an ‘all-pruned’ dataset of
size 100M. In other words, we remove samples from LAION-200M that are highly dissimilar to all
samples in the six OOD datasets we consider. A CLIP model trained on the ‘all-pruned’ dataset
performs significantly better than a CLIP model trained on a de-duplicated dataset of size 100M
Ilharco et al. (2021) and roughly matches the performance of a LAION-200M trained model (see
Fig. 4 & Appx. B.2).

5 GENERALIZATION GAP

In Sec. 4 we provide direct and indirect evidence that CLIP’s OOD performance on common OOD
test sets might mainly stem from images in its training set that are highly similar to the test sets.
We now aim to control this confounder more systematically. To this end, we note that even for
ImageNet-Train, the perceptual similarity between OOD test samples and their most similar training
sample differs between test samples. Our goal is to prune LAION in such a way, that the pruned
dataset has the exact same perceptual distances between training and test samples as ImageNet-Train.
We formalize this notion as generalization gap below and explain how to use it as a systematic
measure to study generalization performance more fairly, even in the age of massive web-scale
training datasets.

Let us for consider two training datasets, denoted as DS (small, like ImageNet-Train) and DL (large,
like LAION-400M), along with a test dataset T (like ImageNet-Sketch). For the sake of simplicity,
we assume that DS is a subset of DL. We choose a distance measure d(·, ·) : T × D → R

+ in order
to find the k nearest neighbors in the training set for each sample ti ∈ T . Although we choose k = 1
for simplicity, the approach can be generalized straightforwardly. We denote the nearest neighbor
distance between ti and a dataset D as di(D), which is given by

di(D) = min
x∈D

d(ti, x). (1)

The set of nearest neighbor distances

G(D, T ) =
{

di(D) | i ∈
[

1, |T |
]}

(2)

then quantifies the generalization gap G between training and test set. We can think of this measure
as a full characterization of the training set’s similarity to any point in the test set; compare Fig. 5.

Based on the assumption that the large dataset contains all samples from the small dataset, it follows
that di(DS) ≥ di(DL). In other words, the nearest neighbor distance to samples in the small training
set is always larger than or equal to the distance to samples in the large training set. Consequently, the
generalization gap G(DL, T ) between the test set and the large training set is strictly smaller than the
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Table 1: Corrected zero-shot performance of CLIP ViT-B/32. ‘X-pruned’ represents a pruned
dataset from LAION-200M + ImageNet such that the generalization gap to ’X’ is the same as the
generalization gap of ImageNet to ‘X’. The sizes of these subsets are subtracted from the LAION-
200M + ImageNet’s size. Here, ‘X’ is one of the 6 standard ImageNet test sets. ‘combined-pruned’
splits ensure a generalization gap of LAION-200M and ImageNet-Train to all 6 test sets. CLIP’s
corrected zero-shot performance drops the most on ImageNet-Sketch and ImageNet-R with a relative
performance drop of 10.8% and 4.8% respectively. Red color indicates a drop in performance on the
respective test set, and blue represents a rise. Overall high performance indicates that highly similar
images do not play a key role in explaining CLIP’s generalization ability.

Top-1 Accuracy

Dataset Size Val Sketch A R V2 ON

OpenAI (Radford et al., 2021) 400 000 000 63.38 42.32 31.44 69.24 55.96 44.14
L-400M (Schuhmann et al., 2021) 413 000 000 62.94 49.39 21.64 73.48 55.14 43.94
L-200M 199 824 274 62.12 48.61 21.68 72.63 54.16 44.80

L-200M + IN-Train 200 966 589 68.66 50.21 23.33 72.9 59.7 43.99

val-pruned −377 340 68.62 49.58 23.47 72.74 59.47 45.08
sketch-pruned −8 342 783 68.34 44.78 22.7 69.35 59.52 44.12
a-pruned −138 852 68.85 50.25 22.99 72.44 60.05 44.43
r-pruned −5 735 749 68.71 46.92 23.44 69.48 59.6 45.08
v2-pruned −274 325 68.79 50.45 23.19 72.58 59.84 45.33
objectnet-pruned −266 025 68.75 50.14 22.70 72.82 59.37 43.73
combined-pruned −12 352 759 68.05 44.12 22.15 67.88 58.61 44.39

generalization gap G(DS , T ) between the test set and the small training set (on a sample-by-sample

basis). We aim to identify a maximally large subset D̃L ⊆ DL of the large training set, such that

it’s generalization gap G(D̃L, T ) = G(DS , T ) is equal to the small dataset (on a sample-by-sample

basis, meaning di(D̃S) = di(DS) for all samples). To achieve this, we examine each test sample ti
and remove any sample x ∈ DL for which the distance d(ti, x) < di(DS) is smaller. We illustrate
this procedure in Fig. 5. Sec. 6 applies this framework to LAION-400M and ImageNet-Train. We
compute perceptual distances in the embedding space of pretrained CLIP ViT-B/16+. This ensures
that we remove all data points in LAION that are semantically and stylistically more similar to the
test data points than samples in ImageNet-Train. In this way, we obtain a version of LAION-400M
that is equally far removed from the test sets as ImageNet-Train.

6 CORRECTING FOR HIGHLY SIMILAR IMAGES

We now apply the framework from Sec. 5 to put LAION-200M and ImageNet-Train on an even
footing with respect to each of the six common OOD benchmarks. To ensure that ImageNet-Train
and LAION-200M have the same generalization gap to the test sets, we include all ImageNet-Train
images in LAION-200M with the caption "a photo of a {object class}" (Radford et al.,
2021).

As described in Sec. 5, we first compute the generalization gaps of the smaller dataset, i.e., ImageNet-
Train, to the samples in each of the six test sets. Pruning LAION-200M to these generalization gaps
leaves us with six different base splits as shown in Tab. 1. We also generate a ‘combined-pruned’ split
that ensures an ImageNet-Train-like generalization gap to all test sets at the same time. We can now
train CLIP from scratch on these splits to obtain a corrected zero-shot performance and compare it to
the accuracy of CLIP trained by OpenAI and OpenClip (Ilharco et al., 2021; Radford et al., 2021).

The first important point to note in Tab. 1 is that for ‘sketch-pruned’ and ‘r-pruned’ datasets, we
prune 8.3M and 5.7M samples, respectively. For all other datasets, we prune only around 250K-380K
samples. We saw indications of this already in Sec. 4 when we looked at the distribution of nearest
neighbor similarities, see also Tab. 5. The number of pruned samples is also highly correlated
with the respective accuracies. For CLIP trained on the ‘r-pruned’ dataset and CLIP trained on
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the ‘sketch-pruned’ dataset, we observe a 4.8% relative performance decrease on ImageNet-R and
10.8% relative performance decrease on ImageNet-Sketch compared to the baseline. There is also a
considerable performance change on ImageNet-R for ‘sketch-pruned’ and on ImageNet-Sketch for
‘r-pruned’. This is reasonable as there is some style overlap in ImageNet-Sketch and ImageNet-R. For
the other four base splits, we see less than 1% relative performance change on all six evaluation sets.
The performance of the CLIP model trained on the ‘combined-pruned’ split is lower than the baseline
on all six eval sets, with sizeable drops in ImageNet-R and ImageNet-Sketch. We also observe similar
trends when we do not add ImageNet-Train to the pruned datasets (refer to Tab. 4 in the Appx.).

7 DISCUSSION

We now come back to our original question: Does CLIP’s accuracy on OOD test sets mainly stem
from highly similar images in its train set? To give a definitive answer, we take a closer look at the
CLIP model trained on ‘sketch-pruned’. This model’s training set is as dissimilar to ImageNet-Sketch
as is ImageNet-Train. It features an accuracy of 68.34% on ImageNet-Val. According to ImageNet-
Train’s effective robustness line (Fang et al., 2022), at this performance level, we would expect an
accuracy of roughly 14% on ImageNet-Sketch. Instead, we find an accuracy of 44.78%. In other
words, training on a much larger dataset while keeping the generalization gap constant drastically
increases generalization performance for CLIP (in this case, by a staggering 30 percentage points).
This effect is even higher for other datasets. This indicates that CLIP’s impressive performance is
not so much the result of a high train-test similarity, but that CLIP leverages its dataset scale and
diversity to learn more generalizable features.

What drives generalization? Generalization of vision-language models is a complex subject where
several factors like architectural choices, caption quality, training procedures, and data distribution
play a role. We focus on the training distribution since prior works have studied the effect of the
aforementioned factors on CLIP’s generalization performance (e.g., Santurkar et al., 2022; Mintun
et al., 2021) and identified it as a prominent factor (Fang et al., 2022). Many properties of the
distribution could contribute to generalization performance, but based on raw visualizations of the
involved datasets, highly similar images are clearly a factor. Our results only show that it is not
the most important factor, and a large chunk of performance remains to be explained. We leave the
scrutiny of other likely factors like data diversity and density for future work. Our work should be
interpreted as a step towards finding specific properties of data that dictate generalization, a topic that
will remain relevant in the foreseeable future.

Similarity metric To the best of our knowledge, perceptual similarity as measured in CLIP ViT-
B/16+’s image embedding space is a leading metric to capture semantic and stylistic similarity
between images. While we found this metric to align well with our intuitive notion of similarity and
believe it to have captured the vast majority of highly similar images (see also Appx. C.2 where we
visualize the pruned datasets), we cannot guarantee that all highly similar images were removed.
While we believe, based on prior work (Fu et al., 2023; Abbas et al., 2023; Gadre et al., 2023; Zhang
et al., 2021), that CLIP’s embedding space sufficiently captures relevant features and do not expect to
see a drastic change in the trends we observed, our findings might be refined in the future with more
precise notions of image similarity.

Highly similar images We would like to further clarify the notion of highly similar images. In
Sec. 4.1, when we use the notion of highly similar images to a given image sample, we simply refer
to images with high perceptual similarity values with no precise constraint. In contrast, in Sec. 5 & 6
we impose a constraint in the sense that define highly similar images to a sample are images that are
closer to LAION-200M() than ImageNet-Train based on our perceptual similarity metric.

Coreset At the end of Sec. 4.2, we identify a 100M coreset of LAION-400M, which, when trained
on, leads to a CLIP model that nearly matches the performance of a LAION-400M trained CLIP
model on the six test datasets. We list details and further performance comparisons in Appx. B.2. We
note that we do not suggest this coreset as an alternative to other pruning or deduplication methods
which are largely agnostic to the downstream test datasets. Instead, we here created a coreset that is
specifically designed to perform well on six OOD test sets in order to facilitate further research into
what aspects drive generalization.
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8 CONCLUSION

CLIP has demonstrated unprecedented performance on common OOD benchmarks designed origi-
nally for ImageNet. Given that the training dataset of CLIP is so large and diverse, it is natural to
wonder whether its performance stems from the sheer similarity of many training samples to the
benchmarks. To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to systematically account for train-test
similarity in order to more fairly assess generalization performance in the era of foundation models.
In our work, we address this by pruning away samples from the training set that are more similar
to the test sets than ImageNet samples. Models trained on the pruned dataset do not significantly
lose performance and still exhibit stellar generalization capabilities far beyond performance-matched
ImageNet-trained models. This indicates that high similarity to the test sets alone can not explain
CLIP’s generalization ability. We hope that this result will prompt the community to investigate other
factors that allow models to learn more generalizable features from web-scale datasets.

Reproducibility Statement Link to code: https://github.com/brendel-group/

clip-ood. For all the basic details of training, pruning, similarity computation, and other analysis,
we defer the reader to Sec. 3. Details of computing the similarities and its correlation to accuracy is
given in the caption of Fig. 3 and in paragraph 2 of Sec. 4.1. To perform the experiment that observes
the effect of ’near-pruning’ and ’far-pruning’, we defer the reader to Sec. 4 and the caption of Fig. 4.
The core methodology of our paper is clearly elucidated in Section 5. Furthermore, the details of
generating the datasets and training the models are given in the first and second paragraph of Sec. 6,
and in the caption of Tab. 1.
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A DISTRIBUTIONAL DISSIMILARITIES OF LAION-200M AND IMAGENET

A.1 NEAREST NEIGHBOR SIMILARITY BETWEEN LAION / IMAGENET-TRAIN AND OTHER

OOD DATASETS

As an extension of our analysis in Sec.4, we plot the nearest neighbor similarity between ImageNet-
Train / LAION-400M and other OOD test sets, namely ImageNet-A (Hendrycks et al., 2021),
ObjectNet (Barbu et al., 2019) and ImageNet-V2 (Recht et al., 2019), and display our results in
Figure 6. There are no significant differences in nearest neighbor similarity for all of these test sets.
Similar to our results in Figure 3 (right), we find a strong correlation between perceptual similarity to
LAION-400M and the top-1 accuracy of our LAION-trained model.
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Figure 6: Similarity of nearest neighbors to test sets varies between LAION-400M and ImageNet-
Train and is correlated with performance. Histograms over the nearest neighbor similarity of
test sets ImageNet-A (top left), ObjectNet (top right) and ImageNet-V2 (bottom left) to training
sets LAION-400M (red) and ImageNet-Train (blue). There are no significant differences in nearest
neighbor similarity for all of test sets. The strong correlation between nearest neighbor similarity of
test points to LAION-400M samples and top-1 classification accuracy (bottom right) indicates that
this can be expected to drastically boost the performance of LAION-trained models. data points in
the correlation plot are averaged over bins (interval = 0.05) of the red histograms.

A.2 DUPLICATES

We do a duplicate analysis in Tab. 2. To estimate the number of test points with near duplicates, we
project the test set and LAION-400M to CLIP’s image embedding space and check if any point in
LAION-400M lies in the vicinity (ϵ = 0.05) of each of the query test point.

B ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

B.1 IMPACT OF NEAR/FAR-PRUNING ON ALL DATASETS

In Sec. 4.2 by using each of the test datasets ImageNet-Val and ImageNet-Sketch and near/far-pruning
LAION-200M, we trained models and reported the performance on the test datasets respectively.
We now plot the performance of these models on all the six datasets in Figure 7. ’Near-pruning’
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Table 2: Number of test points of OOD datasets for which we find near duplicates in ImageNet-
Train and LAION-400M. A data point is considered near duplicate (semantic duplicate) if the
distance in the CLIP embedding space is less than 0.05 (Abbas et al., 2023).

Duplicates

Dataset Size ImageNet-Train LAION-400M

ImageNet-Val 50000 1336 70
ImageNet-Sketch 50889 18 1553
ImageNet-R 30000 104 297
ImageNet-A 7500 10 5
ImageNet-V2 10000 10 24
ObjectNet 18574 0 0

(’far-pruning’) with ImageNet-Sketch results in lower (higher) performance than ’near-pruning’
(’far-pruning’) with ImageNet-Val on ImageNet-R and ImageNet-Sketch. Likewise, ’near-pruning’
(’far-pruning’) with ImageNet-Val results in lower (higher) performance than ’near-pruning’ (’far-
pruning’) with ImageNet-Sketch on ImageNet-Val, ImageNet-V2, and ObjectNet. This is expected
because ImageNet-Sketch is characteristically closer to ImageNet-R, and ImageNet-Val is closer to
ImageNet-V2, ObjectNet, and ImageNet-A.
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Figure 7: The effect of ’near-pruning’ and ’far-pruning’ with ImageNet-Sketch or ImageNet-Val
as the query dataset on the performance of all six test sets. CLIP’s zero-shot accuracy as a function
of number of pruned points from LAION-200M. The baseline model is trained on de-duplicated
LAION-400M which we call LAION-200M. To generate the‘near-pruned’ datasets we remove the
images in the decreasing order of similarity (based on CLIP image-embedding similarity) to the each
of the test sets ImageNet-Sketch and ImageNet-Val respectively. In contrast, the ’far-pruned’ datasets
are generated by dropping images in the increasing order of similarity values to the respective test
sets. For the ‘rand-pruned’ datasets we prune random points.
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Table 3: Performance of ’far-pruned’ CLIP (ViT-B/32) on the six test sets. We do ’far-pruning’
on LAION-400M with all 6 test sets as query sets and obtain the dataset ’all-far-pruned (L-400M).’
Similarly, we do ’far-pruning’ on LAION-400M with all with all 6 test sets as query sets, ImageNet-
Sketch, and ImageNet-Val to get the datasets ’all-far-pruned (L-200M)’, ’sketch-far-pruned (L-
200M)’, and ’val-far-pruned (L-200M)’ respectively. These models are compared to off the shelf
CLIP model (Ilharco et al., 2021), model trained on LAION-200M, and a model trained on SemDeDup
(Abbas et al., 2023) dataset of size 100M.

Top-1 Accuracy

Dataset Size Val Sketch A R V2 ON Avg.

L-400M 400M 62.94 49.39 21.64 73.48 55.14 43.94 51.09
L-200M 199.8M 62.12 48.61 21.68 72.63 54.16 44.80 50.67

all-far-pruned (L-400M) 100M 61.90 48.11 19.43 70.14 53.11 39.30 48.67
all-far-pruned (L-200M) 100M 62.80 49.23 21.6 72.3 54.72 43.64 50.71
val-far-pruned (L-200M) 100M 62.79 47.53 21.65 70.40 54.35 43.70 50.07
sketch-far-pruned (L-200M) 100M 62.27 50.21 20.77 72.67 53.77 42.95 50.44

SemDeDup 100M 52.19 41.70 16.71 67.05 44.96 39.59 43.7

B.2 CORESET OF 100M

Motivated by the performance increase of the ’far-pruning’ technique in the previous results, we
now build several core-sets of 100M which when trained on roughly match the performance of
CLIP trained on LAION-400M. Instead of pruning from the farthest point to samples in just a
single test set in CLIP ViT-B/16+’s embedding space, we now prune from the farthest point to
samples from a collection of test sets (all six ImageNet-1k OOD test sets). We do far-pruning
with all of the test sets on both LAION-200M and LAION-400M to obtain datasets that we call
’all-far-pruned’. For comparison, we also add the performance of CLIP trained on far pruned datasets
with query datasets as ImageNet-Sketch and ImageNet-Val which we call ’sketch-far-pruned’ and
’val-far-pruned’, respectively.

We report the results in Tab. 3 and observe that models trained on all of the splits are within 3%
average accuracy range of CLIP trained on LAION-400M. The model with the highest average
accuracy is trained on ’all-far-pruned (L-200M)’, which is a dataset generated by pruning far or
dissimilar images in LAION-200M with all 6 test datasets as query datasets. This model also performs
better than a model trained on dataset of the same size generated by the pruning technique SemDeDup
(Abbas et al., 2023). SemDeDup aims to prune data that is semantically similar with minor loss in
test performance. Overall our pruning technique has identified a dataset that can be considered to
contain all data points that impact OOD performance and should consequently greatly ease further
study.

B.3 MAIN EXPERIMENTS WITHOUT IMAGENET

We repeat the experiments in Sec. 6 without adding ImageNet-Train to LAION-200M and report
results in Tab. 4. We observe the same trends as we did in Tab. 1.

C NEAREST NEIGHBOR VISUALIZATIONS

C.1 LAION-400M VS IMAGENET-TRAIN

Just like in Figure 1, we plot the nearest neighbors in LAION-400M and ImageNet-Train of random
query images from each of the six datasets in Figures 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13.
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Table 4: Corrected zero-shot performance of CLIP ViT-B/32. ‘X-pruned’ represents a pruned
dataset from LAION-200M such that the generalization gap to ’X’ is the roughly the same as the
generalization gap of ImageNet to ‘X’. The sizes of these subsets are subtracted from the LAION-
200M’s size. Here, ‘X’ is one of the 6 standard ImageNet test sets. ‘combined-pruned’ splits ensure a
generalization gap of LAION-200M and ImageNet-Train to all 6 test sets. CLIP’s corrected zero-shot
performance drops the most on ImageNet-Sketch and ImageNet-R with a relative performance drop
of 11.08% and 5.99% respectively. Red color indicates a drop in performance on the respective test
set, and blue represents a rise. Overall high performance indicates that highly similar images do not
play a key role in explaining CLIP’s generalization ability.

Top-1 Accuracy

Model Dataset Size Val Sketch A R V2 ObjectNet

ViT-B/32 OpenAI 400M 63.38 42.32 31.44 69.24 55.96 44.14
ViT-B/32 L-400M 413M 62.94 49.39 21.64 73.48 55.14 43.94

ViT-B/32 L-200M 199,824,274 62.12 48.61 21.68 72.63 54.16 44.80
ViT-B/32 val-pruned -377,340 62.12 48.38 21.45 72.2 54.76 42.79
ViT-B/32 sketch-pruned -8,342,783 61.55 43.22 22.28 69.6 53.53 42.77
ViT-B/32 a-pruned -138,852 62.49 48.49 21.63 72.15 54.38 43.25
ViT-B/32 r-pruned -5,735,749 61.73 45.66 21.67 68.28 54.1 42.90
ViT-B/32 v2-pruned -274,325 62.48 48.62 22.13 72.3 53.83 43.38
ViT-B/32 objectnet-pruned -266,025 62.30 49.03 22.64 72.90 54.21 42.80
ViT-B/32 combined-pruned -12,352,759 61.5 41.97 21.72 67.25 53.65 42.23

ResNet-101 ImageNet-1k 1.2M 77.21 27.58 4.47 39.81 65.56 36.63

C.2 AFTER PRUNING

Percentage of images in each of the six datasets that have higher similarity to LAION-200M/LAION-
400M than ImageNet-Train are reported in Tab. 5. For each of the six test sets, we randomly sample
query images from them that are more similar to LAION-200M than ImageNet-Train and plot the
nearest neighbors in ImageNet-Train, LAION-200M, and LAION-200M after being pruned by the
respective test in Figures 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, and 19.

Table 5: Percentage (%) of points in the test datasets for which the nearest neighbor is in
LAION-400M or LAION-200M and not in ImageNet-Train.

Dataset Size LAION-400M LAION-200M

ImageNet-Val 50000 16.80 14.88
ImageNet-Sketch 50889 97.94 97.45
ImageNet-R 30000 87.88 86.74
ImageNet-A 7500 47.39 45.53
ImageNet-V2 10000 38.95 35.48
ObjectNet 18574 63.24 61.62
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Figure 8: Nearest neighbors of randomly sampled ImageNet-Sketch queries in LAION-400M and
ImageNet-Train ordered by decreasing perceptual similarity. We omit duplicates within the nearest
neighbors. Perceptual similarity is computed in CLIP’s image embedding space and can be thought
of as measuring the “perceptual closeness” of images in terms of both content and style.
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Figure 9: Nearest neighbors of randomly sampled ImageNet-Val queries in LAION-400M and
ImageNet-Train ordered by decreasing perceptual similarity. We omit duplicates within the nearest
neighbors. Perceptual similarity is computed in CLIP’s image embedding space and can be thought
of as measuring the “perceptual closeness” of images in terms of both content and style.
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Figure 10: Nearest neighbors of randomly sampled ImageNet-A queries in LAION-400M and
ImageNet-Train ordered by decreasing perceptual similarity. We omit duplicates within the nearest
neighbors. Perceptual similarity is computed in CLIP’s image embedding space and can be thought
of as measuring the “perceptual closeness” of images in terms of both content and style.
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Figure 11: Nearest neighbors of randomly sampled ImageNet-R queries in LAION-400M and
ImageNet-Train ordered by decreasing perceptual similarity. We omit duplicates within the nearest
neighbors. Perceptual similarity is computed in CLIP’s image embedding space and can be thought
of as measuring the “perceptual closeness” of images in terms of both content and style.
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Figure 12: Nearest neighbors of randomly sampled ObjectNet queries in LAION-400M and ImageNet-
Train ordered by decreasing perceptual similarity. We omit duplicates within the nearest neighbors.
Perceptual similarity is computed in CLIP’s image embedding space and can be thought of as
measuring the “perceptual closeness” of images in terms of both content and style.
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Figure 13: Nearest neighbors of randomly sampled ImageNet-V2 queries in LAION-400M and
ImageNet-Train ordered by decreasing perceptual similarity. We omit duplicates within the nearest
neighbors. Perceptual similarity is computed in CLIP’s image embedding space and can be thought
of as measuring the “perceptual closeness” of images in terms of both content and style.
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Decreasing similarityImageNet - Sketch
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Figure 14: Nearest neighbors of ImageNet-Sketch images in LAION-200M, ImageNet-Train, and
‘sketch-pruned’ (LAION-200M pruned) ordered by decreasing perceptual similarity. The query (base)
images are randomly sampled from the set of images that are more similar to LAION-200M than
ImageNet-Train to see the effect of pruning (see Tab. 5). We omit duplicates within the nearest
neighbors. Perceptual similarity is computed in CLIP’s image embedding space and can be thought of
as measuring the “perceptual closeness” of images in terms of both content and style. LAION-200M
clearly contains more similar images to samples in the test set compared to ImageNet-Train or
‘sketch-pruned’.

23



Decreasing similarityImageNet - Val
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Figure 15: Nearest neighbors of ImageNet-Val images in LAION-200M, ImageNet-Train, and
‘val-pruned’ (LAION-200M pruned) ordered by decreasing perceptual similarity. The query (base)
images are randomly sampled from the set of images that are more similar to LAION-200M than
ImageNet-Train to see the effect of pruning (see Tab. 5). We omit duplicates within the nearest
neighbors. Perceptual similarity is computed in CLIP’s image embedding space and can be thought of
as measuring the “perceptual closeness” of images in terms of both content and style. LAION-200M
clearly contains more similar images to samples in the test set compared to ‘val-pruned’; ImageNet-
Train images are in-distribution to ImageNet-Val and, therefore, contain similar samples.
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Figure 16: Nearest neighbors of ImageNet-A images in LAION-200M, ImageNet-Train, and ‘a-
pruned’ (LAION-200M pruned) ordered by decreasing perceptual similarity. The query (base)
images are randomly sampled from the set of images that are more similar to LAION-200M than
ImageNet-Train to see the effect of pruning (see Tab. 5). We omit duplicates within the nearest
neighbors. Perceptual similarity is computed in CLIP’s image embedding space and can be thought of
as measuring the “perceptual closeness” of images in terms of both content and style. LAION-200M
clearly contains more similar images to samples in the test set compared to ‘val-pruned’; ImageNet-
Train images are in-distribution to ImageNet-Val and, therefore, contain similar samples.
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Decreasing similarityImageNet - R
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Figure 17: Nearest neighbors of ImageNet-R images in LAION-200M, ImageNet-Train, and ‘r-
pruned’ (LAION-200M pruned) ordered by decreasing perceptual similarity. The query (base)
images are randomly sampled from the set of images that are more similar to LAION-200M than
ImageNet-Train to see the effect of pruning (see Tab. 5). We omit duplicates within the nearest
neighbors. Perceptual similarity is computed in CLIP’s image embedding space and can be thought of
as measuring the “perceptual closeness” of images in terms of both content and style. LAION-200M
clearly contains more similar images to samples in the test set compared to ‘val-pruned’; ImageNet-
Train images are in-distribution to ImageNet-Val and, therefore, contain similar samples.
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Figure 18: Nearest neighbors of ObjectNet images in LAION-200M, ImageNet-Train, and ‘v2-pruned’
(LAION-200M pruned) ordered by decreasing perceptual similarity. The query (base) images are
randomly sampled from the set of images that are more similar to LAION-200M than ImageNet-Train
to see the effect of pruning (see Tab. 5). We omit duplicates within the nearest neighbors. Perceptual
similarity is computed in CLIP’s image embedding space and can be thought of as measuring the
“perceptual closeness” of images in terms of both content and style. LAION-200M clearly contains
more similar images to samples in the test set compared to ‘val-pruned’; ImageNet-Train images are
in-distribution to ImageNet-Val and, therefore, contain similar samples.
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Decreasing similarityImageNet - V2
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Figure 19: Nearest neighbors of ImageNet-V2 images in LAION-200M, ImageNet-Train, and
‘objectnet-pruned’ (LAION-200M pruned) ordered by decreasing perceptual similarity. The query
(base) images are randomly sampled from the set of images that are more similar to LAION-200M
than ImageNet-Train to see the effect of pruning (see Tab. 5). We omit duplicates within the nearest
neighbors. Perceptual similarity is computed in CLIP’s image embedding space and can be thought of
as measuring the “perceptual closeness” of images in terms of both content and style. LAION-200M
clearly contains more similar images to samples in the test set compared to ‘val-pruned’; ImageNet-
Train images are in-distribution to ImageNet-Val and, therefore, contain similar samples.
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