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Abstract

There has been a recent explosion of computer vision

models which perform many tasks and are composed of

an image encoder (usually a ViT) and an autoregressive

decoder (usually a Transformer). However, most of this

work simply presents one system and its results, leaving

many questions regarding design decisions and trade-offs

of such systems unanswered. In this work, we aim to pro-

vide such answers. We take a close look at autoregressive

decoders for multi-task learning in multimodal computer

vision, including classification, captioning, visual question

answering, and optical character recognition. Through ex-

tensive systematic experiments, we study the effects of task

and data mixture, training and regularization hyperparam-

eters, conditioning type and specificity, modality combina-

tion, and more. Importantly, we compare these to well-

tuned single-task baselines to highlight the cost incurred by

multi-tasking. A key finding is that a small decoder learned

on top of a frozen pretrained encoder works surprisingly

well. We call this setup locked-image tuning with decoder

(LiT decoder). It can be seen as teaching a decoder to in-

teract with a pretrained vision model via natural language.

1. Introduction

In recent years, deep learning models have started to at-

tain reasonably satisfying performance on many individual

tasks across computer vision [37, 21, 10, 47, 65, 14, 88].

At the same time, these models are becoming increas-

ingly similar across tasks, mostly rallying behind the Trans-

former architecture [21, 49, 83, 82, 26, 71]. This con-

vergence has led to a significantly increased interest in
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training a single model that can handle all kinds of com-

puter vision tasks with as little task-specific architectural

design as possible [93, 80, 91, 13, 100, 53]. Specifically,

an encoder-decoder Transformer with an autoregressive de-

coder is quickly establishing itself as the model of choice,

since it allows reusing pretrained image encoders and the

decoder can efficiently model joint distributions over out-

put sequences. The recent emergence of work turning

classic dense-output tasks such as detection and segmen-

tation into sequence modeling tasks further cements this

choice [35, 100, 53]. However, the vast majority of current

work simply presents a complete, usually large, system and

its capabilities without providing insights on the benefits

and pitfalls of multi-tasking with autoregressive decoders.

This paper aims to fill that gap.

Specifically, we take a strong pretrained vision encoder

which is able to extract high-level knowledge from an im-

age, and then train a multi-task autoregressive decoder on

top of it while keeping the encoder frozen. We name this

setup locked-image tuning with decoder (LiT decoder). In

this setup, we first answer the crucial question of how one

multi-task LiT decoder performs compared to heavily tuned

single-task LiT decoder baselines on each task, in a con-

trolled setup. We demonstrate the effectiveness of task-

conditioning the decoder (i.e., telling it which task it is sup-

posed to solve) and the failure modes of not doing so. We

then study the relationship between the number of tasks and

the decoder’s capacity, uncovering two different behavioral

modes. We also investigate the transfer of “skills” across

tasks in a controlled way. Finally, we dig into the effect of

different datasets mixture strategies, and many more ques-

tions, all in an explicitly controlled setup and with varying

types of tasks in order to draw general take-aways.

Perhaps, some of the more surprising findings are (i) that

multi-task LiT decoder seems to require less hyperparam-

eter tuning than single-task LiT decoder, because (ii) even

the addition of unrelated tasks is beneficial, and (iii) that a

two-layer decoder on top of a frozen backbone works well.
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2. Related work

The literature on multi-task learning is vast and has

been frequently surveyed [11, 97, 61, 24, 18, 74]. Recent

work [40] suggests that using a simple method, while regu-

larizing the training and augmenting data properly, may be

more important for good multi-task performance than us-

ing more advanced methods. Hence, we focus our study on

this setting: we employ a simple encoder-decoder setup and

study the effects of various design decisions.

Even when restricted to computer vision, the field is ex-

tensive. Various sub-fields have emerged, concentrating on

classification [38, 59, 2, 63], dense outputs [33, 94, 23, 6,

89], or image–language tasks [46, 52, 66, 78, 8, 45, 31, 44,

9, 16, 81, 84, 58]. The latter are recently overtaking the

field, with dense and structured output tasks being cast as

language [54, 80, 12, 35, 53, 100]. Hence, we focus our

study on this ascending setting.

Different from most aforementioned work, we do not

introduce any novel method. Instead, we concentrate on

understanding the effects of the most promising method

for unifying all computer vision tasks: autoregressive de-

coders. Another important distinction is that, since we fo-

cus on multi-task learning, we do neither consider zero-shot

transfer [99, 16, 79, 81, 100], nor finetuning on individual

tasks [16, 79]. However, we do highlight that the very sim-

ple setup of using a frozen, pretrained encoder with a very

small decoder seems to be surprisingly effective.

3. Background

We provide a brief introduction to autoregressive de-

coders, the familiar reader may safely skip this section.

In general, a computer vision model can be defined as

function that produces an output y (such as class name, cap-

tion, answer, segmentation maps, etc.) for a given input im-

age x and optionally other auxiliary inputs. One approach

to this is to use a probabilistic generative model: a model

that learns the function p(y |x) and is able to compute the

probability of (to score) any given y for a given input. At in-

ference time, such a model can be used to select (to decode)

one concrete instance from all of its output space.

For single-variable outputs, such as classification tasks,

this is simple. We commonly compute the probability of

each and every possible output class and then select the

one achieving the highest value. However, for more com-

plex outputs, y is typically composed of multiple variables

y1, y2, . . . , for example each yi could be a letter, a word, a

segmented pixel or patch, a detection box, etc. This poses

some problems. First, due to the cardinality of the output

space, it is no longer viable to explicitly score every possi-

ble output. Second, the outputs often have to be coherent

and it is rarely sufficient to assume that output variables yi
are independent from one another. Thus, in practice, one re-

quires a more implicit model of a joint output distribution.

Autoregressive decoder models tackle this by using

the product rule to exactly rewrite p(y1, y2, . . . |x) =
p(y1 |x)p(y2 | y1, x) . . . which highlights a way to tackle

the task: learn a model which takes as input the image x

and predicts a distribution over the first output value, an-

other model which takes as input the image x and a first

output value y1 and predicts a distribution over second out-

put value y2, and so forth. Transformer models [75] with a

causal self-attention (where tokens can only attend to previ-

ous tokens) are efficient autoregressive decoders. In partic-

ular, a single set of parameters and a single pass can be used

to run all those predictors in parallel on an output sequence

at training time. At inference time, however, they still ex-

hibit a sequential nature of only being able to select a y2 af-

ter a concrete y1 has been sampled. Different strategies for

constructing such sequences are discussed in Section 5.8.

Another interesting property is that autoregressive Trans-

former models provide significant flexibility in inputs. In

particular, two main methods exist: cross-attention with an

encoded input x, which we use to provide a representation

of the input image in this work; and prefixing (prompting)

the output sequence, which we use to both provide task con-

ditioning and extra input information such as an input ques-

tion for visual question answering tasks [3, 25, 1].

4. Experimental setup

We explore multi-task learning with various types of

computer vision tasks while using a single autoregressive

decoder with a pretrained image encoder. In order to iso-

late any studied effects to the autoregressive decoder, we

use a frozen pretrained encoder in most experiments which

we call LiT decoder, but ablate the effect of this in Sec-

tion 5.7. The encoder is a ViT-B/16 [21] that was pretrained

on WebLI [16] using a sigmoid-based contrastive loss [96].

It achieves 69.9% accuracy in zero-shot ImageNet-1k [60]

and 33.8% averaged text-to-image retrieval results on the

multilingual XM3600 [69].

We include a set of 10 representative tasks covering clas-

sification (CLS) [60, 98, 7, 17, 57], captioning (CAP) [15,

90], optical character recognition (OCR) [55] and question-

answering (QA) [25, 30]. We provide an overview of the

datasets in the appendix. We chose them to be easily acces-

sible, cover specialized, fine-grained, and broad categories,

and a wide range in dataset size. We remove all images in

the pretraining data that are near-duplicates of images from

all the tasks we consider [34], in order to avoid any poten-

tially misleading findings.

For training, we use ScalingViT-AdaFactor [95] which

behaves like AdamW [51] but is more memory efficient.

We use the multilingual SentencePiece tokenizer [39] from

[87] with a vocabulary size 250,000 for all experiments,

even English-only ones. This slightly reduces performance
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Table 1. Results of using 12-layer auto-regressive decoders in single and multi-task (MT) settings. We report mean and standard deviation

of 3 runs, bold indicates the two standard-deviation interval overlaps with the two standard-deviation interval of the best result. We observe

that a single decoder conditioned with a task (via prompt) and on a frozen image representation (via cross attention) can be trained to

perform multiple computer vision tasks equally well as training a separate decoder for each task. The main differences observed are in

INet-1k and Pet (discussed in main text). Additionally it shows conditioning on the task outperforms using task-type or no task conditioning.

Classification Captioning OCR Question Ans.

INet-1k SUN397 Food101RESISC45 Pet COCO Flickr30k -VQA VQAv2 GQA

Single-task LiT decoder 83.7±0.0 83.6±0.1 92.7±0.0 95.8±0.1 92.8±0.2 118.8±0.5 50.0±1.6 60.1±0.2 63.6±0.0 52.3±0.3

Multi-task LiT decoder 82.8±0.0 83.7±0.1 92.5±0.1 95.5±0.1 94.4±0.2 118.7±0.5 54.6±0.8 58.9±0.4 64.1±0.1 52.8±0.2

Category-conditioned MT 82.6±0.0 82.0±0.0 92.2±0.1 95.4±0.0 75.0±0.4 118.3±0.7 48.3±1.4 59.9±0.0 64.2±0.3 52.1±0.1

Unconditioned MT 81.2±0.1 81.7±0.1 92.0±0.0 95.2±0.1 74.2±0.3 50.3±0.3 18.0±0.3 57.1±0.4 63.1±0.2 51.5±0.2

Single-task feedforward 80.9±0.1 83.3±0.0 91.7±0.0 93.4±0.0 90.3±0.2 - - - - -

across the board on typical English-only datasets. The de-

coder is a standard Base Transformer model with an autore-

gressive mask on the self-attention, we only vary its depth

in some experiments. We restrict the sequence length to 64

tokens, covering the vast majority of lengths across tasks

while being reasonably efficient compute-wise. For single-

task training, we use fewer tokens when possible; this is es-

pecially the case for classification. Since we do not perform

zero-shot transfer, we do not use “A picture of” prompts but

stick to raw labels, with a per-task prefix (Sec. 4.2).

At inference time, we default to greedy decoding for

the classification and QA tasks and beam search with 4

beams for captioning and OCR. This means that at inference

time the decoder model is able to output any string even

for classification tasks. We evaluate classification tasks,

OCR and QA tasks using accuracy, only counting exact

string matches as correct. For captioning tasks we report

CIDEr [76] scores.

4.1. Single­task baselines

As we aim to confidently evaluate the benefit or harm of

multi-task learning over training a separate model for each

task, we make sure to heavily tune our single-task baselines.

In fact, we spent considerably more time and compute tun-

ing those than the multi-task setup. We evaluate two kinds

of single-task baselines. A single-task LiT decoder with the

same ViT-B/16 encoder and an autoregressive Base Trans-

former decoder of varying depth and, for the classification

tasks, linear, MLP, and self-attention [41] classifiers on top

of the same frozen backbone. We sweep over the prod-

uct of many hyperparameter values, including learning-rate,

weight-decay, epochs, model size, dropout, label smooth-

ing, crop augmentation, and randaugment [19]. We select

the best performing model on a held-out validation set and

re-train it with three different random seeds in order to re-

port an average score on the test set. Detailed settings are

provided in the appendix.

4.2. Multi­task LiT decoder training

While we separately evaluate most design choices, the

common starting point consists of creating minibatches ran-

domly filled with examples from all tasks, sampled ac-

cording to the task’s sizes (which vary from over 1 M im-

ages to just 3,000) such that one multi-task epoch roughly

corresponds to one epoch on all of the tasks. We con-

dition the model on each task by prefixing a single-

token task prompt followed by a single-token separa-

tor to the label, for example flowers: primrose or

coco: <the caption>. Although not strictly neces-

sary, we mostly unify image preprocessing across all tasks:

Inception-style cropping [67] with minimum area of 50%,

resize to 224 px. For classification tasks, we additionally

randomly flip the image horizontally as is common prac-

tice; and for OCR-VQA [55], we do not perform random

cropping, as it resulted in very bad performance due to the

nature of the task. We fix label smoothing to 0.1 and do

not use randaugment, as these seemed to be good choices

across all single-task setups. Finally, we usually train for

50 epochs, which may not be enough to achieve maximum

performance, but allows us to investigate more questions.

5. Results and insights

In this section we go through a series of results and

insights regarding the use of autoregressive decoders for

multi-tasking, each subsection aiming to answer one ques-

tion or look at one aspect. Unless specified, all experiments

are performed using the same frozen pretrained encoder, in

order to isolate any observed effects to the decoder itself.

5.1. Single­ vs multi­task

We first answer the core question of how performance

changes when going from single-task LiT decoder models

to using one multi-task LiT decoder model for all the tasks.

For the single-task performance, we use the same autore-

gressive decoder but tune it heavily on each task separately,
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giving an indication of how good such a model architecture

can perform on each task. For the classification-style tasks,

we also include a single-task feedforward baseline that is

the best of a linear, an MLP, or an attention-based classifier.

For the multi-task LiT decoder models we evaluate three

different settings: a task-conditioned decoder, a category-

conditioned decoder and an unconditioned decoder. Re-

sults are summarized in Table 1, where for each multi-task

row, all numbers come from the same, single model. It is

clear that the unconditioned decoder’s only chance of know-

ing what type of output is expected at test-time is by try-

ing to identify what dataset an image may be from. For

datasets which have images from a specific domain such

as RESISC45 [17], the unconditioned model performs at

par with the task-conditioned setting. In other cases, the

model defaults to ImageNet as it is the largest dataset in the

mix, which is evident in the poor performance of caption-

ing tasks. By at least telling the decoder what kind of out-

put is expected (category-conditioned), it has a much higher

success at solving the individual tasks, although it cannot

exploit individual dataset’s peculiarities, which might be

a good thing. As expected, captioning performance im-

proves significantly in the category-conditioned setting, but

performance for Flickr30k is still lower than for the task-

conditioned model as COCO is roughly 5 times larger. Fi-

nally, by telling the decoder exactly which task it is ex-

pected to solve (multi-task LiT decoder), it can produce

an answer that fits exactly that type of task. We investi-

gate this in more detail in Section 5.6. Overall, with task-

conditioning, a single decoder model is able to perform

mostly on-par with individual single-task decoders.

5.2. Scaling number of tasks and decoder depth

The results presented so far were obtained using a 12-

layer Base decoder in order to avoid bottlenecks due to ca-

pacity. An important question, however, is whether and how

the capacity of the decoder needs to grow with the num-

ber of tasks. We study this on four tasks: two classifica-

tion tasks, OCR-VQA, and VQAv2. We measure how the

performance changes on these tasks as we train models on

multi-task mixtures of increasing size. Figure 1 depicts this.

Each point is a full, separate training run on the mixture in-

cluding all the tasks to its left; hence, the rightmost 12-layer

point corresponds to the score of the full model in Table 1.

The results clearly show different behaviors for differ-

ent types of task. First, classification-style tasks seem to be

largely unaffected by both the number of tasks and the de-

coder depth. A notable but intuitive exception is Pets getting

a significant boost by the inclusion of ImageNet-1k, which

indeed contains many pet classes. For more textual tasks

such as OCR-VQA or VQAv2, however, we observe that

for smaller decoders, performance gradually degrades with

increased load. Larger decoder models are less affected,

start
+resisc

+sun
+flickr

+ocr
+coco

+i1k
+vqa

+gqa
90

91

92

93

94

95

start = food + pet

Food101

start
+resisc

+sun
+flickr

+ocr
+coco

+i1k
+vqa

+gqa
90

91

92

93

94

95

start = food + pet

Oxford-IIIT Pet

start
+resisc

+sun
+gqa

+vqa
+coco

+food
+i1k

50

52

54

56

58

60

start = OCR-VQA
        + pet + flickr

OCR-VQA

start
+ocr

+gqa
+pet

+i1k
+coco

+sun
54

56

58

60

62

64

66

start = VQAv2
         + food + resisc + flickr

VQAv2

1-layer 2-layer 6-layer 12-layer

Figure 1. The effect of scaling the number of tasks and the de-

coder depth. Tasks are added from left to right and performance

on one specific task is traced. Each point on the curves is the aver-

age performance (and stddev) of fully training from scratch three

times. The top two plots show that there is no negative effect on

classification-style tasks when increasing the load, for any decoder

size. The bottom two plots, however, show that for more textual

tasks, the performance of smaller decoders deteriorates with the

addition of tasks. See text for detailed discussion.

with the 12-layer decoder keeping mostly constant perfor-

mance. Again, there are two notable exceptions: (a) a dip

when ImageNet-1k is added, likely because it contains more

than half of the mixture’s images while providing little rel-

evant signal (see Section 5.3 for more); and (b) the 12-layer

decoder overfits on the small starting set of tasks, mainly

because it is prohibitive to re-tune every single combination

in this experiment (see Section 5.4.4 for more).

5.3. Task mixing strategies

An important decision when training on many tasks is

how to mix them. There are two distinctions to be made:

the images, and the outputs. A lot of multi-tasking work

focuses on a single dataset, such as NYU Depth V2 [56]

or MS COCO [48], for which many different tasks and an-

notations are provided. However, the question of mixing

becomes even more important when the tasks use different

image datasets. We study both aspects simultaneously: our
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Classification Capt OCR QA
i1k sun foo res pet msc fli qa v2 gqa

(a) Impact of mixing strategy:

(b) Impact of homogeneous batches:

Concat images

Equal

Equal x2

Concat image-question pairs

Concat unique images

Figure 2. The effect of changing task mixing strategies. The bars

on the right visualize the task proportions resulting from a few

mixing strategies (see text). The bars on the left show the change

in performance for each task when using a different strategy than

Concat images, for 1-layer, 2-layer, and 12-layer decoders.

tasks span a wide range of datasets and dataset sizes (from

1.28 M images in ImageNet to 3 000 images in Pets) but

also include three different tasks on MS COCO (Caption-

ing, VQAv2, GQA). We propose a few mixing strategies:

Concat images. Our default strategy is concatenating all

the images, regardless of their source and amount of anno-

tations. Each dataset is used for the same number of epochs,

and more than half the examples come from ImageNet.

Equal. Sample from each task in equal proportion, and

match the total training time of Concat images. This leads

to an extreme imbalance in terms of epochs on the datasets.

Concat image–question pairs. Like Concat images, but

each image–question pair is treated as one example. For

instance, OCR-VQA contains on average 4.8 questions per

image, and hence is visited 4.8 times more often.

Concat unique images. Like Concat images except that

images are de-duplicated, meaning that, for example, the

three MS COCO tasks are seen three times fewer.

Figure 2 shows the effect of each mixing strategy. The

main takeaway is that classification-style tasks are mostly

unaffected, but besides that, mixing correctly is nontrivial.

However, visiting datasets with multiple labels per image

more often seems beneficial, if one can control overfitting.

Another question is whether to mix different tasks within

the same batch, or alternate between tasks across batches.

From a design standpoint, each have their separate pros

and cons. Mixing them within the batch seems to perform

slightly better (see Figure 2), likely due to less biased gra-

dients in each step. However, using homogeneous batches

would allow to better leverage the Transformer’s flexibility:

one could use different encoders or sequence lengths for

the different tasks. We leave further exploring this aspect as

promising future work.

5.4. On transferring skills across tasks

Here, we aim to see how much a skill learned in one

task can help other, potentially lower-resource tasks in the

mixture, or whether tasks are completely isolated after con-

ditioning. Our surprising finding, which is consistent across

four very different settings, is that there is no apparent

transfer of “skills,” merely the addition of meaningful tasks

has a regularizing effect improving the decoder’s perfor-

mance on unrelated tasks. We are not aware of any exper-

iments in the literature that are controlled enough to allow

making this conclusion. It is simultaneously a good and a

bad news for multi-task learning.

5.4.1 Auxiliary OCR tasks

Table 2. OCR skill, see text.

OCR-VQA only 54.8±0.6

Added WebLI task:

OCR SplitCap 53.5±1.4

OCR Random 56.4±0.6

Alt-Text 59.7±0.1

OCR Concat 60.5±0.1

Our first experiment

focuses on OCR. We

start from training on

OCR-VQA alone, and

then add an auxiliary

task that is aimed to

help learning to perform

OCR. The auxiliary task

uses a 100 M image sub-

set of WebLI [16] where

each image contains 2

to 20 OCR annotations obtained via the GCP Vision API.

We formulate three different OCR-related auxiliary tasks:

OCR Concat uses the concatenation of all OCR strings,

from top-left to bottom-right, as labels.

OCR Random chooses one OCR string at random as label.

OCR SplitCap [16] is like WebLI-OCR Random but

prompts the decoder with the first token of the label to indi-

cate which text should be read.

Alt-Text adds WebLI images that do not have any detected

text and uses the image’s alt-text as label. This controls for

any improvement coming from auxiliary OCR tasks.

Table 2 shows that the boost coming from auxiliary OCR

tasks is at best in the same ballpark as that coming from this

control experiment, leading to the same conclusion as in the

previous subsection.
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Figure 3. Adding more lan-

guages to the task mixture, even

those with their own script and

tokens, reduces overfitting and

consistently improves perfor-

mance, without transfer effect.

0 50 100 150

gqa
v2
qa
fli

msc
pet
res
foo
sun
i1k Classification

Capt
OCR

QAtoken
string

Figure 4. Replacing class

names by unique, separate,

meaningless class tokens makes

no significant difference, indi-

cating there is no knowledge

transfer from class labels.

5.4.2 Class tokens vs. class strings

In our second experiment, we add a special token for each

classification label over all datasets and always tokenize

class labels into only one of the added tokens. If we would

measure a significant drop in performance over tasks, that

could indicate knowledge transfer due to sharing tokens

over different tasks. In Figure 4, we observe very slight

changes in performance, which means that there’s no sig-

nificant transfer due to token sharing.

5.4.3 Treating languages as tasks

In a third experiment, we use machine-translated [70]

COCO captions [15] as auxiliary tasks with varying de-

grees of label overlap, and identical images. We treat each

language as a separate task by prefixing its language code.

We tune every combination separately. Figure 3 shows how

the performance on English and German evolves as we see

more images, either by visiting one setting for more epochs

or by including more languages. The results reveal that

training on more languages improves performance by re-

ducing overfitting. While for related Latin languages this

might be intuitive, it holds even in the case of adding lan-

guages with a non-Latin script. Hence, this experiment pro-

vides further evidence toward the same conclusion.

5.4.4 Multi-tasking reduces need for regularization

We noticed, and quanitify in this fourth experiment, that

multi-tasking seems to reduce the need for carefully tun-

ing regularization hyperparameters. COCO captioning

is sensitive to regularization-related hyperparameters such

0 100 200
Epochs

50

60

70

80

90

100

110

120
Single-task 12-layer decoder

0 100 200
Epochs

Multi-task 12-layer decoder

Baseline
10x WD
dropout 0.5

10x WD, dropout 0.1
10x WD, dropout 0.5
100x WD

Figure 5. The multi-task setup is much less sensitive to regulariza-

tion hyper-parameters than the single-task setup. Especially when

training for very long, the single-task performance varies dramat-

ically for different settings and shows the need for heavy tuning,

whereas the multi-task setting reaches similar final performance

across the board.

as weight-decay (WD) and dropout. It is common to

run pretrained models on COCO captioning for 5 or 10

epochs [42, 80, 43, 28] and up to at most 40 epochs [29].

Figure 5 shows COCO CIDEr evaluation curves for a large

decoder intentionally trained for too long. In the single-

task case, the default setup (learning-rate 0.001, WD 1e-4,

dropout 0.1) heavily overfits and the regularization hyper-

parameters need to be tuned just right in order to get good

results. In the multi-task case, however, all of these settings

reach similar final performance, thus the multi-task setup

benefits from reduced need of hyper-parameter tuning.

5.5. Importance of image encoder pretraining

So far, we have used a frozen image encoder pretrained

contrastively on a broad collection of images from the web.

Intuitively, such pretraining should result in a more gen-

eral encoder than the predominant paradigm of pretraining

on a large classification dataset [34, 21, 68, 64, 50, 72].

i1k sun foo res pet msc fli qa v2 gqa
-40%

-30%

-20%

-10%

0%
Classification Capt OCR QA

DeiT-III
ViT-AugReg

Figure 6. Relative changes of individual task metrics when training

a frozen vision encoder pretrained on ImageNet-21k [72, 64] in the

multi-task setup. Same data in table format in the appendix.
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Figure 7. Distribution of output classes for various classification

prompts (columns) on each dataset’s validation images (rows).

Hence, we also evaluate two models of the exact same ar-

chitecture, trained on the broadest publicly available classi-

fication dataset ImageNet-21k [60]: DeiT-III [72] and ViT-

AugReg [64]. Sticking to the same architecture isolates the

effect to the pretraining data and method.

The results in Figure 6 show that the image encoder pre-

trained on image/text pairs performs significantly better in

all tasks (other than INet-1k, where the DeiT-III backbone,

which has been finetuned on ImageNet-1ik, performs on

par). The difference is moderate with classification tasks,

and larger with captioning, OCR and QA tasks.

5.6. Task conditioning with prompt

Using a single decoder for multiple task adds the com-

plexity that the model has to identify the task being solved

and adjust its output distribution accordingly. As seen in

Section 5.1, an unconditional decoder may be able to per-

form this to some extent by inspecting the image. Adding a

task prompt such as coco:, to which the decoder can self-

attend is critical to improve the model performance. In this

section we further study this conditioning mechanism.

We examined the effect of prompting the multi-task LiT

decoder with various prompts matching or not matching

the image. The results shown in Figure 7 indicate that the

model has a clear preference for labels corresponding to

prompt and image, except for the case when prompt and im-

age are highly mismatched (e.g. res: prompt on ImageNet

dataset). Additionally, for the image: prompt, the pre-

dictions lie largely within the domain of ImageNet classes

due to larger representation in the training mixture and due

to the broad variety of images in ImageNet dataset. How-

ever for images that are completely out of domain for this

prompt (e.g. RESISC45), the model tends to predict classes

from the image domain more often. These results indicate

that conditioning with a prompt is not enough to force the

model to operate in a specific task, in particular when the

image is out of distribution.

Additionally, since we explore shallow decoders with

1 and 2 layers, we question whether making the infor-

-1%

1%

CL
S

-4%

-2%

0%

OC
R

10.10.01
relative time (log)

-4%

-2%

0%

QA

Beam Top-k Temp. Greedy Scoring

Figure 8. Relative performance plotted against evaluation time for

different decoding strategies. Both dimensions are normalized per

task (the best performing method is at 0%, and the slowest method

at 1). Beam search, top-k, and temperature sampling are evaluated

at 1, 4, 8, and 16 samples/beams.

mation about the task being solved more readily available

could help. To that end, we attempt an alternative task-

conditioning method. Instead of prompts, we use additional

and distinct position embeddings for each task, which al-

lows the model to earlier-on perform different computations

depending on the task being solved. We run this 3 times us-

ing the hyper-parameters selected for the prompt setting for

1 and 2 layers setup and observed no significant difference.

5.7. Frozen vs finetune image encoder

So far we have concentrated on LiT decoder, which

learns an autoregressive decoder on top of a frozen, pre-

trained encoder to allow for more controlled experiments.

In this section we run the experiments from Section 5.1 in

two further modes: finetuning the pretrained encoder and

training the encoder from scratch.

The results in the appendix show that finetuning the en-

coder also works equally well, but with additional finetun-

ing cost compared to freezing the encoder. Not surprisingly,

in the from-scratch multi-task learning setup, all of the re-

sults go down significantly due to randomly initialized en-

coder weights. However, multi-task learning shows a larger

gain compared to the above results using a pretrained en-

coder. This is expected as pooling together examples from

different datasets allow the randomly initialized model to be

trained on more data points. Overall, our conclusions stay

the same as the above study performed on a frozen encoder.

And we recommend LiT decoder with a frozen encoder to

save compute, unless one observes a clear quality drop on a

specific task. We will expand the discussion in Section 5.10.

5.8. Using autoregressive decoders at test­time

Once the model is trained, different decoding strate-

gies can be applied to generate output tokens incremen-
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tally (ranking every possible combination of output tokens

by likelihood would be prohibitively expensive). One such

strategy is temperature sampling, where every token is sam-

pled from the output distribution of the model conditioned

on the previously sampled tokens (setting T=0 results in the

greedy strategy). We also examined beam search, where the

top k candidates (“beams”) are kept and extended at every

step (for a detailed explanation, see e.g. [77]). We compared

this to the more recent top-k method [22, 27], a temperature

sampling from the best k candidates (and/or with a proba-

bility above a threshold). For classification tasks, we also

tried scoring every possible class name and pick the one

with the highest likelihood.

Figure 8 shows the relative change in individual task

metrics and generation time when applying different decod-

ing strategies with the same multi-task LiT-Decoder model.

For classification, we found that different decoding strate-

gies varied over more than two decades in terms of compute

time (with scoring and beam search being the most expen-

sive), but the performance was practically identical. Other

tasks, such as OCR and QA, can benefit from more expen-

sive decoding schemes, allowing to trade additional com-

pute for modestly improved performance. For captioning,

the trends are less clear. All results reported in this paper

use beam search for captioning and OCR (with 4 beams, a

Gumbel noise [36] of 0, and a α=0.1 for length normaliza-

tion [86]), and greedy for all other tasks.

5.9. Attending to the encoder tokens

One practical advantage of a frozen encoders, is that one

can potentially replace storing an image by storing only its

embeddings, which may be beneficial in terms of privacy,

efficiency, and storage cost. However, in the case of an

encoder-decoder Transformer, the decoder typically attends

into the sequence of encoder outputs. In our example, these

are 14 × 14 tokens of dimension 768. Even when stored at

half-precision, that is twice the size of the 2242 px image.

We show in Figure 9 that compressing the encoder out-

put using several simple methods degrades the performance.

An important new research direction for the future is to un-

derstand how to achieve better compression, without the

significant performance drop.

5.10. Towards multi­tasking with dense targets

One limitation of the autoregressive decoder models is

their scalability with respect to the output sequence length.

It makes it computationally prohibitive to directly tackle

tasks with dense outputs like panoptic image segmentation

which deals with an output in the order of million of pixels.

However, recent work [35, 53] has demonstrated that tar-

gets of many dense vision tasks can be compressed to rela-

tively short discrete sequences. We augment our study with

the panoptic segmentation task, where mask targets are en-

i1k sun foo res pet msc fli qa v2 gqa
-20%

-10%

0%

Classification Capt OCR QA

MAP
linear 8x
linear 16x
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Figure 9. Summarizing the tokens into one via MAP, or reducing

their size via a linear bottleneck (we tried 8x, 16x and 32x re-

duction) leads to a drop in quality across all tasks. The impact

on classification tasks is small, but the other tasks degrade signifi-

cantly the more we compress.

coded using the VQVAE model [73] from UViM [35]. This

VQVAE maps a panoptic mask to a sequence of 256 values,

where each element takes 4,096 distinct discrete values.

For multi-task training with the panoptic segmentation

task, we use Objects365 [62]. We opted for this dataset

because it is sufficiently large so we do not run into the

overfitting issues. As the original dataset does not con-

tain panoptic labels, we employ the state-of-the-art kMaX-

DeepLab [92] to generate panoptic pseudo labels. The

pretrained model is obtained from the open-source repos-

itory [85]. We evaluate the resulting model on the COCO

panoptic dataset [15, 32] using the standard validation split.

This experiment yields an interesting insight: in con-

trast to our previous observations, the frozen pretrained im-

age encoder does not work adequately for the panoptic im-

age segmentation task and achieves only 5.0% PQ score.

However, with finetuning setup we are able to obtain a

large performance boost to 32.1%, but in this case perfor-

mance on other tasks slightly deteriorates (results in the ap-

pendix). This indicates out-of-the-box pretrained vision en-

coders may not learn sufficiently good spatial semantic fea-

tures. In the future we plan to further investigate and poten-

tially address this shortcoming.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we aim to shed some light on the training of

multi-task computer-vision models with an autoregressive

decoder. For this, we mostly focus on a frozen pretrained

encoder in order to study specifically if a single autoregres-

sive decoder model is able to read-out the correct answer for

each task from the image encoder. This works surprisingly

well, even with a small decoder, but only if the encoder was

pretrained broadly enough, e.g. CLIP-style with image–text

data. However it still seems to fall short on dense output

tasks.

Comparing to heavily-tuned single-task baselines, we

find that when prompted for the task, a single multi-task de-

coder can match the baseline’s performance. In some cases,

8



the decoder can even surpass it by benefiting from positive

transfer despite the “isolation” of tasks via conditioning.

Overall, training a multi-task decoder seems less prone to

overfitting and hence less sensitive to regularization hyper-

parameters. This is still true when regarding different lan-

guages as different tasks, painting an overall promising fu-

ture for multi-task decoders.

7. Acknowledgements

We thank Daniel Keysers for feedback on a draft of the

paper. We also thank Ilya Tolstikhin and Maxim Neumann

for early implementations of autoregressive decoding strate-

gies and beam search. We use the big vision code-

base [5, 4] for all experiments in this project. As always,

we thank the Google Brain team at large for providing a

supportive research environment.

References

[1] Aishwarya Agrawal, Ivana Kajić, Emanuele Bugliarello,
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A. Datasets for multitask

Table 3. Overview of the various tasks explored.

Type Task Train Testset

Classification

INet-1k [60] 1.2M validation

SUN397 [98] 76K test

Food101 [7] 74K validation

RESISC45 [17] 19K train[80%:]

Pet [57] 2 944 test

Captioning
COCO [15] 112K val

Flickr30k [90] 28K test

OCR OCR-VQA [16] 166K test

Question

Answering
VQAv2 [25] 83K val-test

GQA [30] 72K test dev

Table 3 gives an overview of the datasets we use across

the paper, their absolute size, and origin. Note that for

VQAv2 our results are not using the official test server, but

only following the commonly used val-test split for which

labels are available.

B. Settings for single-task baselines

In order to get solid baseline numbers, we run a large

sweep over hyper-parameters that we expect may have a

significant impact on performance, select the best values ac-

cording to performance on a validation set (either official, or

held-out from the training set) and then re-run training three

times using these best hyper-parameters.

B.1. Feedforward classifiers

We train a linear classifier by performing a full cross-

product sweep over the following hyper-parameters for each

of the 5 classification tasks:

• Learning-rate: 0.001, 0.0003, 0.0001, 0.00003

• Weight-decay (decoupled): 0, 0.00001, 0.0001

• Number of epochs: 3, 10

• Pooling of encoder output:

– no pooling: embeddings are concatenated

– MAP frozen: weights of the Multi-head Atten-

tion Pooling (MAP) head [95] of the frozen back-

bone are reused for summarizing all embeddings

into a single vector.

– MAP reset: a new MAP head is attached and

trained from scratch.

• Hidden layer dimension: no hidden layer (i.e. linear

classifier), and 1024 or 2048 dimensional unit (i.e.

MLP classifier).

Other notable settings (selected in smaller sweeps):

• softmax cross-entropy loss performed better than sig-

moid cross-entropy loss

• ScalingViT AdaFactor [95] performed better than

SGD with momentum

• images were randomly cropped and flipped during

training

• gradient clipping norm is set to 1.0

B.2. Single­task decoder

We perform a full cross-product sweep over the follow-

ing hyper-parameters:

• Learning-rate: 0.003, 0.001, 0.0003, 0.0001

• Weight-decay (decoupled): 0.01, 0.003, 0.001, 0.0003,

0.0001

• Decoder dropout: 0.1, 0.2, 0.5

• Image crops: resize only, random crop, inception crop

with 50% minimum area.

• Label smoothing: 0.0, 0.1

We also found in early, unstructured experiments that the

following things do not have clear effect on performance or

are universally detrimental:

• RandAugment [20]: it hurt performance across the

board whenever we tried it.

• Dropout in the encoder: it either had no effect or hurt

whenever we tried it.

• Random horizontal flips had no effect or hurt on any

non-classification tasks.

• Adam/AdaFactor’s β2: No noticeable difference be-

tween 0.999 and 0.95.

C. Settings for multi-task

Because multi-task training runs for longer, we did not

perform as extensive hyper-parameter search. For some

less important hyper-parameters, we stick to what seemed

to work best across most single-task runs: inception crop,

label smoothing 0.1. We initially used the learning-rate,

weight-decay, and decoder dropout that seemed to work

reasonably well across all single-task decoder baselines,
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however that regularized too aggressively and the model

clearly underfit. Hence, we ran a few individual experi-

ments with reducing each of those, and found that while not

absolutely optimal, the “common default” values (used in

many diverse publications) of learning-rate 0.001, (decou-

pled) weight-decay 0.0001, and dropout 0.1 worked quite

well across tasks, so we decided to simply use these.

D. Results for varying decoder depth

Here, we present the same core result as in Table 1 but

changing the decoder’s size by reducing its depth to 1 or 2

layers in Tables 4 and 5, respectively.

Two surprising results can be read from these tables.

First, a single-layer decoder is surprisingly good, with no

drop in single-task performance on classification and cap-

tioning, and only a minor drop on more complicated OCR-

VQA and QA tasks. And second, while multi-tasking per-

formance does slightly drop for this shallow models, it is

close and consistent enough to suggest that one can proto-

type and explore with such extremely lightweight models,

and then simply scale up.

E. Results for various pretrained models

The results in Table 6 and Figure 6 are based on three

runs with different seeds and using the same learning rate

(0.001) and weight decay (0.0001) that we used for the

multi-task decoder in Table 1. The image encoder was

kept frozen during the multi-task training. The ViT-AugReg

model from [64] was only pretrained on ImageNet-21k,

and the DeiT-III model from [72] was both pretrained on

ImageNet-21k, and then finetuned on ImageNet-1k. This

explains the slightly better ImageNet performance of the

multi-task decoder using a DeiT-III backbone, at the cost of

decreased performance in all the other tasks (compared to

the less specialized ViT-AugReg backbone). For a discus-

sion of the comparison with the multi-task baseline trained

on a more diverse image-text dataset, refer to Section 5.5.

F. Results for frozen/finetune/from-scratch im-

age encoder

Table 7 shows single-task and multi-task results with

frozen, finetune, and from-scratch image encoders. We use

similar hyper parameter sweep range as described in Ap-

pendix B and Appendix C for finetune and from-scratch se-

tups. For fine-tune, we apply a 0.1 learning rate multiplier

to the encoder weights by default. The results are discussed

in Section 5.7.

G. Results for panoptic segmentation task

In section 5.10 we introduce initial experiments on

adding the dense panoptic segmentation task. In this sec-

tion we present the complete numerical results. We com-

pare against the multitask baseline from Table 1. If the vi-

sion encoder is frozen, we observe very low performance

for the panoptic segmentation task and roughly the same

performance on all other tasks. With non-frozen vision en-

coder the strong finetuning setup (10x initial higher learning

rate compared to the paper’s setting), we get descent results

on the panoptic task, but performance on other tasks deteri-

orates. With finetuning setup from Section 5.7 we observe

the performance similar to the the “frozen” setup. Overall,

we conclude that the out-of-the-box standard frozen pre-

trained vision encoders may not be sufficient for solving

dense segmentation tasks.

14



Table 4. Results of using 1-layer auto-regressive decoders in single and multi-task (MT) settings. We report mean and standard deviation

of 3 runs, bold indicates the two standard-deviation interval overlaps with the two standard-deviation interval of the best result.

Classification Captioning OCR Question Ans.

INet-1k SUN397 Food101RESISC45 Pet COCO Flickr30k -VQA VQAv2 GQA

Single-task LiT decoder 82.6±0.1 83.1±0.1 92.3±0.0 95.7±0.2 92.7±0.0 119.0±0.0 46.7±0.6 56.3±0.2 60.1±0.1 49.8±0.2

Multi-task LiT decoder 82.2±0.1 83.3±0.2 92.1±0.0 95.0±0.1 94.1±0.0 116.5±0.1 50.4±0.3 54.1±0.2 56.8±0.3 46.3±0.3

Category-conditioned MT 82.0±0.1 79.9±0.1 91.2±0.1 94.0±0.2 75.0±0.2 116.5±0.6 43.5±1.4 55.2±0.0 56.9±0.1 45.7±0.2

Unconditioned MT 80.8±0.1 79.8±0.1 91.0±0.0 94.3±0.1 75.1±0.1 35.7±0.5 8.9±0.6 51.9±0.4 56.0±0.0 45.0±0.2

Single-task feedforward 80.9±0.1 83.3±0.0 91.7±0.0 93.4±0.0 90.3±0.2 - - - - -

Table 5. Results of using 2-layer auto-regressive decoders in single and multi-task (MT) settings. We report mean and standard deviation

of 3 runs, bold indicates the two standard-deviation interval overlaps with the two standard-deviation interval of the best result.

Classification Captioning OCR Question Ans.

INet-1k SUN397 Food101RESISC45 Pet COCO Flickr30k -VQA VQAv2 GQA

Single-task LiT decoder - 83.6±0.0 91.9±0.0 95.5±0.2 92.8±0.0 119.2±0.4 48.7±1.4 58.5±0.1 62.2±0.2 52.0±0.4

Multi-task LiT decoder 82.7±0.1 83.5±0.1 92.3±0.0 95.2±0.1 94.1±0.1 117.4±0.2 53.8±0.3 56.5±0.3 59.4±0.1 48.9±0.2

Category-conditioned MT 82.6±0.0 81.5±0.1 91.9±0.1 94.9±0.1 75.5±0.2 116.9±0.4 46.8±1.8 57.6±0.0 59.4±0.1 48.7±0.3

Unconditioned MT 81.4±0.0 81.2±0.1 91.5±0.1 94.9±0.1 75.6±0.2 42.5±0.5 10.9±0.4 54.1±0.2 58.3±0.1 47.6±0.1

Single-task feedforward 80.9±0.1 83.3±0.0 91.7±0.0 93.4±0.0 90.3±0.2 - - - - -

Table 6. Comparing multi-task results using an image encoder trained on a large diverse image-text dataset (the default setup described in

Section 4) with backbones pre-trained on the publicly available ImageNet-21k from [64, 72]. Same data as in Figure 6.

Classification Captioning OCR Question Ans.

INet-1k SUN397 Food101 RESISC45 Pet COCO Flickr30k -VQA VQAv2 GQA

Image-Text 82.8±0.0 83.7±0.1 92.5±0.1 95.5±0.1 94.4±0.2 118.7±0.5 54.6±0.8 58.9±0.4 64.1±0.1 52.8±0.2

DeiT-III 83.2±0.0 77.7±0.1 87.7±0.4 91.3±0.1 92.1±0.4 104.5±0.5 38.9±0.2 36.0±0.2 49.2±0.4 41.7±0.3

ViT-AugReg 81.3±0.0 78.7±0.1 89.3±0.1 93.5±0.2 92.6±0.1 106.4±0.3 43.1±1.5 36.0±0.2 50.7±0.4 41.7±0.1

Table 7. 12 layer decoder results with frozen, fine-tune and from-scrach encoder setups.

Classification Captioning OCR

INet-1k SUN397 Food101 RESISC45 Pet COCO Flickr30k -VQA

Frozen (single-task) 83.7±0.0 83.6±0.1 92.7±0.0 95.8±0.1 92.8±0.2 118.8±0.5 50.0±1.6 60.1±0.2

Frozen (multi-task) 82.8±0.0 83.7±0.1 92.5±0.1 95.5±0.1 94.4±0.2 118.7±0.5 54.6±0.8 58.9±0.4

Finetune (single-task) 83.1 82.6 93.0 96.8 91.2 122.3 45.5 61.7

Finetune (multi-task) 83.2 83.1 92.6 96.7 95.0 119.4 54.7 59.6

From-scratch (single-task) 69.4 39.4 53.8 79.4 4.9 68.2 18.8 38.8

From-scratch (multi-task) 70.8 70.6 83.0 94.2 90.4 96.2 40.1 40.5
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Table 8. This table shows the effect of adding the extra dense segmentation task: we add coco panoptic segmentation, Pan (which uses

UViM codes as mask encoding).

Classification Captioning OCR Question Ans.

INet-1k SUN397 Food101 RESISC45 Pet COCO Flickr30k -VQA VQAv2 GQA Pan

Baseline 82.8±0.0 83.7±0.1 92.5±0.1 95.5±0.1 94.4±0.2 118.7±0.5 54.6±0.8 58.9±0.4 64.1±0.1 52.8±0.2 –

Frozen 83.1 83.8 92.7 95.4 94.2 117.5 55.5 58.1 61.5 50.7 5.1

FT strong 78.6 77.6 87.8 95.3 93.3 113.0 49.5 45.8 59.1 49.6 32.1

FT paper 82.8 82.2 92.4 96.3 95.0 118.1 55.5 59.8 62.4 51.1 7.3
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