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Abstract

Recently, reference-free metrics such as CLIP-
Score (Hessel et al., 2021) and UMIC (Lee
et al., 2021) have been proposed for automatic
evaluation of image captions, demonstrating a
high correlation with human judgment. In this
work, our focus lies in evaluating the robustness
of these metrics in scenarios that require distin-
guishing between two captions with high lex-
ical overlap but very different meanings. Our
findings reveal that despite their high correla-
tion with human judgment, both CLIPScore
and UMIC struggle to identify fine-grained er-
rors in captions. However, when comparing
different types of fine-grained errors, both met-
rics exhibit limited sensitivity to implausibility
of captions and strong sensitivity to lack of suf-
ficient visual grounding. Probing further into
the visual grounding aspect, we found that both
CLIPScore and UMIC are impacted by the size
of image-relevant objects mentioned in the cap-
tion, and that CLIPScore is also sensitive to the
number of mentions of image-relevant objects
in the caption. In terms of linguistic aspects
of a caption, we found that both metrics lack
the ability to comprehend negation, UMIC is
sensitive to caption lengths, and CLIPScore is
insensitive to the structure of the sentence. We
hope our findings will serve as a valuable guide
towards improving reference-free evaluation in
image captioning.

1 Introduction

Traditionally, image caption quality has been au-
tomatically evaluated through a reference-based
approach, which compares generated captions to
a set of reference captions provided by human an-
notators. The majority of automatic evaluation
metrics for captioning, such as BLEU (Papineni
et al., 2002), ROUGE (Lin, 2004), CIDEr (Vedan-
tam et al., 2014), and METEOR (Banerjee and
Lavie, 2005), primarily assess the level of agree-
ment between the generated caption and the refer-
ence caption by measuring lexical overlap. How-

Figure 1: Recently proposed reference-free image
captioning evaluation metrics such as CLIPScore and
UMIC are far from perfect. This figure shows how these
metrics cannot tell apart an incorrect caption (shown in
red) from a correct caption when there is high lexical
overlap between them.

ever, this approach can be limiting, as it does not
necessarily capture the full range of acceptable
captions that humans may generate for a given im-
age. Moreover, it suffers with the issue of high
scores being awarded to captions that employ sim-
ilar vocabularies but possess vastly different se-
mantic meanings. To address these limitations,
recent studies like UMIC (Lee et al., 2021) and
CLIPScore (Hessel et al., 2021) have proposed
reference-free approaches for evaluating caption
quality, which more closely align with how hu-
mans judge captions. These approaches leverage
large pretrained image-text matching models to
generate a score that measures the similarity be-
tween the provided image and the candidate cap-
tion. However, the benchmarks used to evaluate
these metrics do not necessarily involve differen-
tiating between captions with significant lexical
overlap but vastly different meanings (refer to Fig-
ure 1). Consequently, such metrics could achieve
success by focussing solely on a few salient words
that are different between correct and incorrect cap-
tions, without fully grasping the meaning of each
caption.

In this work, we evaluate the robustness of
these metrics in scenarios where the correct and
incorrect captions have high lexical overlap. To
our surprise, we found that both metrics fail
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to distinguish between correct and incorrect
captions ∼46% of the time. In a pursuit to
identify what aspects of an image caption (e.g.,
plausibility, visual grounding, number and size of
objects mentioned in the caption, negation, caption
length, and sentence structure) these metrics are
most sensitive to, we conduct several controlled
experiments examining the sensitivity to one
aspect at a time. We found that:

• Both metrics display limited sensitivity to the im-
plausibility of captions, yet demonstrate a height-
ened sensitivity to the visual grounding aspect of
the caption.

• Both metrics frequently fail to distinguish be-
tween ground truth captions and their negated
counterparts.

• UMIC exhibits sensitivity to caption length,
while CLIPScore demonstrates this behavior less
frequently.

• CLIPScore shows high sensitivity to the num-
ber of image-relevant objects mentioned in the
caption while UMIC is not notably sensitive to
it.

• Both CLIPScore and UMIC are sensitive to the
size of image-relevant objects mentioned in the
caption; however, to our surprise CLIPScore in-
creases with size while UMIC score decreases.

• UMIC is sensitive to sentence structure, whereas
CLIPScore is not.

2 Related Work

Recently, a number of vision-language bench-
marks have been proposed to evaluate fine-grained
understanding of relations, attributes, actions,
and visio-linguistic compositionality in vision-
language models, such as, CAB (Yamada et al.,
2022), Winoground (Thrush et al., 2022) and ARO
(Yuksekgonul et al., 2023), VL-checklist (Zhao
et al., 2022), CREPE (Ma et al., 2023) and VALSE
(Parcalabescu et al., 2022). Although, these evalua-
tions also highlight the limitations of current mod-
els towards fine-grained understanding, our focus is
specifically on evaluating the robustness of recently
proposed reference-free image-captioning metrics.
Our goal is to identify the scenarios where these
metrics fail to distinguish between correct and in-
correct captions for an image, so that caution can
be exercised when deploying these metrics in such
scenarios.

3 Experimental Setup

Reference-free metrics under examination: We
study the robustness of CLIPScore (Hessel et al.,
2021) and UMIC (Lee et al., 2021), which are two
recently proposed reference-free metrics used for
image captioning evaluation. CLIPScore measures
similarity between the image and the candidate cap-
tion using a scaled cosine similarity of the image
and text representations from the CLIP (Radford
et al., 2021) model. On the other hand, UMIC
utilizes the UNITER (Chen et al., 2020) model,
which is pretrained to align image and text pairs,
and finetunes it via contrastive learning to distin-
guish reference captions from its hard negatives.
These hard negatives are automatically curated by
either sampling reference captions of images which
are similar to the given image, or by altering the
reference captions in different ways, such as, sub-
stituting nouns, verbs and adjectives with random
ones, dropping or repeating some words randomly,
and randomly permuting the word order. SMURF
(Feinglass and Yang, 2021) is another recently pro-
posed metric for image caption evaluation which
has a reference-free evaluation of the fluency of
the caption, however the evaluation of the semantic
correctness of the caption is still reference-based,
hence we do not include this in our study.

Datasets used to conduct the examination: To
conduct our examination of the robustness of the
metrics, we generate image captions in one of the
following ways, depending on the question we are
trying to answer:
• By converting QA pairs to captions: For this

purpose, we generate captions by converting
the question and answer pairs from visual ques-
tion answering datasets (VQAv2 (Goyal et al.,
2016) and TDIUC (Kafle and Kanan, 2017)) into
caption-like sentences. We use GPT-J prompting
to achieve this conversion (see Appendix A.2 for
a detailed explanation).In addition to the popu-
lar VQAv2 dataset, we selected TDIUC dataset
since in this dataset, each question is annotated
for the skill needed to solve that question. This
allows us to identify captions belonging to which
skills are particularly challenging for CLIPScore
and UMIC to evaluate.

• By using templates: We generate caption in a
controlled setting in the format of “There is a/an
[object name]" for objects present in the image.
We utilized the ground truth COCO detection
dataset (Lin et al., 2014) to extract the names
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of objects in each image. The COCO detection
dataset provides object tags for each object pre-
sented in an image, which provides object names
spanning across 90 different object categories
and other detailed attributes of the object such
as its area. The process of constructing these
sentences is further explained in each specific
baseline.
We will make the dataset containing all the gen-

erated captions publicly available for the purpose
of reproducibility and future use by the community.

4 Experiments and Results

Preliminary Experiment: First we describe our
preliminary experiment that served as a motivation
for the rest of the study. We were interested in
examining how different the scores assigned by
reference-free image captioning metrics are for cor-
rect and incorrect captions created by converting
questions and answers from visual question answer-
ing datasets to caption-like sentences. Captions
generated in this way are unique in that even for
incorrect captions, a significant portion of it (that
corresponds to the information in the question) is
still valid given the image. Thus, such a dataset
of captions serves as a stress-test for examining
the robustness of reference-free image captioning
metrics.

To obtain correct and incorrect answers, we eval-
uated the ALBEF (Li et al., 2021) visual question
answering model on the validation splits of the
VQAv2(Goyal et al., 2016) and TDIUC (Kafle and
Kanan, 2017) datasets. We fine-tuned ALBEF on
each dataset separately and conducted IID evalu-
ations. We then converted each questions and its
corresponding ALBEF answer into a caption-like
sentence following the process described in Sec-
tion 3. For VQA, we only use answers that match
with either 3 or more human answers (and we clas-
sify them as correct answer) or that do not match
with any human answers (and we classify them as
incorrect answers), resulting in total of 179,297 an-
swers (43389 incorrect and 135908 correct). For
TDIUC, we classify answers that matches to the
ground truth answer in the annotation as correct
and otherwise incorrect resulting in total 538,868
answers (54687 incorrect and 484181 correct).

In figures 2 and 9, we report the distribution
of scores obtained from each of CLIPScore and
UMIC for both correct captions and incorrect cap-
tions. The substantial overlap between correct and

Answer Type CLIPScore UMIC
VQAv2- Correct 0.480± 0.122 0.394± 0.195
VQAv2- Incorrect 0.481± 0.119 0.403± 0.202
TDIUC- Correct 0.479± 0.123 0.203± 0.198
TDIUC- Incorrect 0.492± 0.117 0.331± 0.201

Table 1: CLIPScore and UMIC comparison for caption-
like sentences for incorrect and correct answers gener-
ated by ALBEF model for VQAv2 and TDIUC datasets.

incorrect caption scores underscores the limitations
of these metrics in accurately evaluating caption
quality.

Figure 2: Histograms of CLIPScore and UMIC for
VQAv2.

Score Normalization:The UMIC final score,
which is an output of a sigmoid function, has a
value range between 0 and 1. On the other hand,
the CLIPScore is the cosine similarity score scaled
by a factor of 2.5. Although theoretically, CLIP-
Score can vary between -2.5 and 2.5, we have not
observed negative scores, and it rarely exceeds 1.0.
The distribution of both metrics is illustrated in
Figure 2. While we do not directly compare the
values of these two metrics in this paper, we aim
to contrast their sensitivity to different factors. To
achieve this, we apply the min-max normalization
separately to each metric for every experiments.
This method allows us to evaluate the respective
sensitivities of the two metrics effectively. Please
note that all reported scores from here onwards
are normalized, but the histograms are plotted us-
ing the original scores to accurately represent the
original distribution.

Score Normalized Results: As shown in Ta-
ble 1, both metrics assign higher average scores
to incorrect captions compared to correct captions.
We conducted further analysis by examining the
average scores assigned by these metrics for dif-
ferent answer types (refer to Table 7 for detailed
scores). Specifically, we observed that for both
‘yes/no’ and ‘number’ answer types, on average,
the metrics assigned higher scores to incorrect cap-
tions. However, for ‘others’ answer type, correct
captions received higher scores in average. For
further investigation we look at results for specific
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question types for VQAv2 (see Table 8). For CLIP-
Score we observe that incorrect captions received
higher scores in average for three question types:
‘how many’, ‘what time’ and ‘others’ (please re-
fer to Table 8 for checking question types). Also,
UMIC assign higher scores in average to incor-
rect captions for four question types: ‘how many’,
‘what time’, ‘which’, ‘others’, suggesting both met-
rics are not performing well for counting question
and time questions which are considered to be hard
questions. For TDIUC (see Table 9), CLIPScore
assigns higher scores to incorrect captions for four
question types: ‘attribute’, ‘absurd’, ‘object pres-
ence’, and ‘sentiment understanding’. Also, UMIC
assigns higher scores to incorrect captions in three
question types: ‘utility affordance’, ‘absurd’ and
‘scene recognition’ question types. (See Figure 10
and Figure 11.)

Controlled investigation to identify sensitiv-
ity to various factors: Having established that
these metrics struggle to distinguish the set of in-
correct captions from the set of correct captions,
we delve deeper into understanding the underlying
reasons for their failure. Our investigation focuses
on the evaluating the metrics’ sensitivity to several
controlled factors such as, fine-grained errors, plau-
sibility and visual grounding of captions, negation,
caption length, the number and size of objects men-
tioned in the caption, and sentence structure. By
examining these factors, we aim to gain insights
into the specific challenges that contribute to the
metrics’ limitations in evaluating caption quality
accurately.

4.1 Sensitivity to fine-grained errors

The primary objective of this section is to deter-
mine the sensitivity of these metrics to fine-grained
errors. By "fine-grained errors", we refer to errors
between a pair of correct and incorrect captions that
have high lexical overlap. To obtain such pairs, we
first generate incorrect captions corresponding to
the questions for which ALBEF produced incorrect
responses. And then, we generate correct captions
using ground-truth answers instead of ALBEF re-
sponses for the same set of questions. We convert
the questions and answers into captions using the
method descried in Section 3. We excluded ques-
tions with yes/no answers from this study as we
discuss them in Section 4.3.

Despite the average higher scores assigned to
correct captions, as shown in Table 2, the ranking

Answer Type CLIPScore UMIC
Ground Truth 0.479± 0.123 0.422± 0.210
Incorrect from ALBEF 0.468± 0.116 0.404± 0.204

Table 2: CLIPScore and UMIC comparison for caption-
like sentences for incorrect answers generated by AL-
BEF model for VQAv2 and captions generated with its
ground truth counterpart.

results reveal that these metrics often fail to prior-
itize correct captions over incorrect ones. CLIP-
Score fails to rank correct captions above incorrect
captions in 46.34% of cases, while UMIC fails to
do so in 45.99% of cases. Thus, both metrics,
CLIPScore and UMIC, show insensitivity to de-
tecting fine-grained errors.

4.2 Are metrics differently sensitive to
different kinds of fine-grained errors?

The primary objective of this experiment is to de-
termine if the metrics exhibit different sensitivity
to various types of fine-grained errors. For this pur-
pose, we first obtain correct captions by transform-
ing questions along with their ground truth answers
to caption-like sentences as described in Section
3. For each correct caption, we then create three
different types of incorrect captions by substitut-
ing the ground truth answer with different types of
incorrect answers. First, we substitute the ground
truth answer with a plausible but incorrect answer,
such as, substituting a color answer (e.g., “brown”)
with another color (e.g., “white”) (see Appendix
A.3 for more details). Such captions are plausible
but not sufficiently visually grounded (e.g., “The
color of the grass is white.”). Second, we substitute
the ground truth answer with an object found in the
image. We use the COCO Detection annotations
to identify the objects in the image. Such captions
are visually grounded but not plausible (e.g., “The
color of the grass is giraffe.”). Finally, we create
a caption using a random answer from the list of
all answers in VQAv2, while excluding candidates
from the previous groups (e.g., “The color of the
grass is grill.”). For this experiment, we limited our
investigation to the following question types: ‘what
number is’, ‘what time’, ‘what color’, and ‘what
brand’, as their answers are non-object entities and,
therefore, are not present in the COCO Detection
dataset. Thus, when constructing a sentence us-
ing an object in the image, we can be sure that it
would result in an incorrect caption for the image.
We analyzed 23841 sets of 4 captions each for this
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Answer Type CLIPScore UMIC
Ground Truth 0.501± 0.127 0.487± 0.193
Plausible 0.474± 0.124 0.242± 0.181
Object from Image 0.526± 0.119 0.354± 0.154
Random 0.458± 0.124 0.275± 0.160

Table 3: CLIPScore and UMIC comparison for caption-
like sentences from VQAv2 ground truth, plausible, ob-
ject from image and random answers.

experiment (see Figure 6).
As illustrated in Table 3, we observe that the

score difference between Ground Truth and Object
from Image (captions with plausibility errors but
correct visual grounding) is smaller than the differ-
ence between Ground Truth and Plausible (captions
with visual grounding errors but plausible content).
This indicates that the metrics exhibit lower sensi-
tivity to caption implausibility errors and higher
sensitivity to visual grounding errors. Surpris-
ingly, CLIPScore assigns higher scores to incorrect
captions with Object from Image than to correct
captions with Ground Truth.

4.3 Sensitivity to negation

The primary objective of this experiment is to eval-
uate the sensitivity of the metrics to negation in
captions. To assess the ability of CLIPScore and
UMIC to distinguish between accurate captions
and their negated versions, we created captions-like
sentences by using the validation split of VQAv2,
where the ground truth answer was either ‘yes’ or
‘no’. Additionally, we generated negated captions
by negating the ground truth answer. For CLIP-
Score, correct captions received 0.457± 0.128 and
their negated version got 0.450±0.127 on average.
For UMIC, correct captions received 0.359±0.184
and their negated version got 0.335±0.193 on aver-
age. Moreover, UMIC ranked the negated caption
above the correct caption incorrectly in 44.24% of
cases, while CLIPScore failed in 41.36% of cases.
We believe that both metrics have performed inad-
equately since the scores are very similar for both
the correct and negated counterparts. In summary,
both metrics exhibited a weak understanding of
negation.

4.4 Sensitivity to the length of caption

In this section, our objective is to evaluate the sen-
sitivity of CLIPScore and UMIC to sentence length
rather than correctness. To accomplish this, we
first filtered out the incorrect answers generated

by ALBEF on the TDIUC validation set and we
generated caption-like sentences for them. Ad-
ditionally, we generated a caption-like sentence
based on the question only by utilizing GPT-J in a
few-shot manner (see Figure 8). As a result, these
question-based sentences are shorter than the sen-
tences generated using both questions and answers.
In terms of performance evaluation, for CLIPScore,
longer caption-like sentences with incorrect an-
swers received an average score of 0.521± 0.129,
while question-based captions received an aver-
age score of 0.512 ± 0.116. On the other hand,
UMIC assigned a higher score of 0.351 ± 0.196
to longer caption-like sentences with incorrect an-
swers, while shorter question-based captions re-
ceived an average score of 0.264 ± 0.149. In to-
tal, for CLIPScore, 53.16% of the time, the score
of question-based captions was lower than that of
captions with incorrect answers, and for UMIC,
62.08% of the time. In conclusion, UMIC ex-
hibits significant sensitivity to caption length
while CLIPScore exhibits limited sensitivity.

4.5 Sensitivity to the number of objects
mentions in the caption

In this section, our objective is to assess the sen-
sitivity of the metrics to the number of objects
mentioned in the caption. We aim to determine
whether the scores exhibit an increase with the in-
clusion of additional information about the objects
depicted in the image. To conduct this evaluation,
we filter images from COCO Detection dataset (Lin
et al., 2014) having a minimum of three object tags
(19412 images) and randomly select three object
tags for each image and utilize their corresponding
object names to form sentences, depicting one, two
and three objects presented in the image (see Fig-
ure 4). As presented in three first rows of Table 4
illustrates, our findings indicate that CLIPScore is
sensitive to the number of objects referenced in the
caption, with scores increasing as more objects are
mentioned. In contrast, UMIC shows little varia-
tion in scores with increasing numbers of objects,
suggesting that it is not highly sensitive to this
factor (see Figure 4). In conclusion, CLIPScore
displays a heightened sensitivity to the number
of image-relevant objects mentioned in the cap-
tion, while UMIC does not exhibit significant
sensitivity towards this factor.
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Number of Objects CLIPScore UMIC
One Object 0.449± 0.112 0.205± 0.111
Two Objects 0.512± 0.129 0.212± 0.175
Three Objects 0.561± 0.129 0.195± 0.175
Shuffled One Object 0.445± 0.114 0.139± 0.098
Shuffled Two Objects 0.499± 0.126 0.148± 0.123
Shuffled Three Objects 0.540± 0.125 0.169± 0.154

Table 4: CLIPScore and UMIC comparison for sen-
tences with various number of objects name, and their
shuffled counterparts.

Object Size CLIPScore UMIC
Small Object 0.396± 0.131 0.317± 0.162
Big Object 0.434± 0.134 0.232± 0.138
Shuffled Small Object 0.390± 0.131 0.205± 0.148
Shuffled Big Object 0.436± 0.135 0.170± 0.127

Table 5: CLIPScore and UMIC comparison for captions
referring to small and a big objects in the image, and
their shuffled counterparts.

4.6 Sensitivity to size of objects mentioned in
the caption

In this experiment, our primary goal is to exam-
ine the effect of object size mentioned in captions
on the CLIPScore (Hessel et al., 2021) and UMIC
(Lee et al., 2021) metrics. To achieve this, we uti-
lize the COCO Detection dataset (Lin et al., 2014)
to select one small and one large object from the
same image with a noticeable difference in area
(see Figure 5 for an example and for detailed ex-
planation see Appendix A.1.). Based on the first
two rows of results presented in Table 5, it can
be observed that CLIPScore tends to increase as
the object size increases, whereas UMIC shows a
small decrease in score with an increase in object
size. Both CLIPScore and UMIC demonstrate
sensitivity to the size of image-relevant objects
mentioned in the caption. However, contrary to
our expectations, CLIPScore increases as the size
of the objects mentioned grows, while UMIC
score decreases.

4.7 Sensitivity to the sentence structure

The primary objective of this section is to investi-
gate the sensitivity of the metrics, CLIPScore and
UMIC, to sentence structure. To evaluate their
ability to comprehend sentence structure, we gener-
ated captions for VQAv2 ground truth answers and
then shuffled them. As shown in the Table 6, both
CLIPScore and UMIC assign higher average scores
to correct captions. However, for CLIPScore, the
scores for correct and shuffled captions are very

Answer Type CLIPScore UMIC
Correct answer 0.469± 0.119 0.400± 0.199
Shuffled version 0.450± 0.116 0.211± 0.160

Table 6: CLIPScore and UMIC comparison for captions
generated with ground truth answers of VQAv2 and
their shuffled counterparts.

close. The ranking results reveal that CLIPScore
fails to assign a higher score to the correct caption
than the shuffled one in 34.32% of cases, whereas
this occurs in only 9.18% of cases for UMIC. This
indicates that UMIC is more responsive to the
structure of the sentence compared to CLIP-
Score..

In order to compare sensitivity of CLIPScore and
UMIC to sentence structure and object size, we
conducted a sentence shuffling experiment using
captions that contained objects of varying sizes, as
described in Section 4.6. We shuffle both big and
small object captions in the same order (see Figure
5). As shown in Table 5, our results demonstrate
that CLIPScore assigns higher scores to captions
referring to larger area of the image, regardless of
whether the sentence structure is shuffled or not. In
contrast, UMIC exhibits the opposite trend, with
higher scores assigned to correct sentences com-
pared to shuffled ones, regardless of the size of the
objects mentioned in the caption. This highlights
that UMIC is more sensitive to sentence struc-
ture than size of the objects mentioned in the
caption, whereas for CLIPScore the behaviour
is just the opposite.
To compare the sensitivity of CLIPScore and
UMIC to sentence structure and the number of
object mentions, we conducted a sentence shuf-
fling experiment using captions that varied in the
number of object mentions. As shown in the Ta-
ble 4, UMIC consistently assigns lower scores to
shuffled captions compared to captions with one,
two, or three object mentions and correct sentence
structure. This indicates that UMIC prioritizes
sentence structure over the number of object
mentions. In contrast, CLIPScore assigns a higher
score to a shuffled captions with three object men-
tions than to a caption with two objects and correct
structure, revealing that CLIPScore places greater
importance on the number of object mentions
rather than sentence structure.
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5 Conclusion

In conclusion, we found that recently proposed
reference-free image captioning evaluation metrics
such as CLIPScore and UMIC are far from perfect;
they cannot tell apart an incorrect caption from a
correct caption when the difference between them
is fine-grained. Both metrics demonstrate varying
sensitivity to different types of errors. They ex-
hibit lower sensitivity towards plausibility errors
but are more responsive towards visual grounding
errors. Both metrics fail to understand negation
sufficiently. While UMIC is sensitive to caption
length, CLIPScore shows less sensitivity to this
factor. We also found that CLIPScore is impacted
by the number and size of image-relevant objects
mentioned in the caption and it is indifferent to the
structure of the sentence. As a result, caution must
be exercised when employing them as metrics for
captioning.
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A Appendix

A.1 Picking a large and small object from the
image

In this experiment, our primary objective is to inves-
tigate how the object size mentioned in captions af-
fects the scores assigned by CLIPScore and UMIC.
To select small and large objects that are distinctly
different in size, we could sort the objects by their
associated area in the COCO Detection dataset.
However, this approach may not always yield accu-
rate results because multiple objects with the same
name may appear in an image. For instance, if
there are two cars in an image, one smaller but fur-
ther away and the other larger but closer, sorting
by area would lead to incorrect identification of the
smallest and largest objects. This would result in
identical captions for both objects, such as “There
is a car." which is not ideal for comparison.

To overcome this issue, we added up the area
of all object categories with the same name and
sorted the total areas of each object category in the
image. We then calculated the difference between
the areas associated with the largest and smallest
categories. If the difference exceeded our threshold,
we selected those objects for analysis. As a result,
we selected 24610 images for further analysis (See
Figure 5).

Candidate Captions CLIPScore UMIC

Image Object: There is a car. 0.383 0.320

Hallucinated Sibling Object: 
There is a motorcycle.

0.309 0.143

Figure 3: Captions referring to an object from the image
and its hallucinated sibling.

A.2 Generating Caption-like sentences
To generate caption-like sentences from each ques-
tion and answer pair of VQA datasets, we utilize
pretrained GPT-J (Wang and Komatsuzaki, 2021)
in a few-shot manner. To accomplish this, we first
constructed a support example dataset using the
VQAv2 (Goyal et al., 2016)training split. For each
of the sixty-four predefined question types in the
VQAv2 dataset, we randomly selected four exam-
ples from the VQAv2 training split. Then, we trans-
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Candidate Captions CLIPScore UMIC

One Object: There is a person. 0.374 0.142

Two Objects: There is a person 
and a sports ball.

0.530 0.156

Three Objects: There is a person, 

a sports ball and a baseball bat.
0.692 0.149

Figure 4: Captions referring to different number of
objects from the image.

Candidate Captions CLIPScore UMIC

Small Object: There is a knife. 0.460 0.507

Big Object: There is a pizza. 0.632 0.469

Shuffled Small Object: A there 

knife is.
0.480 0.268

Shuffled Big Object: A there 

pizza is.
0.664 0.250

Figure 5: Captions referring to small and large area of
the image and their shuffled counterparts.

formed both the questions and answers into single
sentences, which we wrote ourselves. When gener-
ating captions for VQAv2 and TDIUC (Kafle and
Kanan, 2017) validation split, we first match the
question type to one of the predefined sixty-four
question types. Then, we select four support exam-
ples associated with that question type and prompt
GPT-J to generate a transformed sentence. If the
question type does not match any of our predefined
question types, we randomly select eight support
examples from the entire pool of support examples.
See an example in Figure 7, please note that we
visualized 2-shot prompt for simplification.

Answer Type CLIPScore UMIC
Correct yes/no 0.457± 0.115 0.355± 0.183
Incorrect yes/no 0.470± 0.113 0.392± 0.183
Correct numbers 0.468± 0.119 0.354± 0.197
Incorrect numbers 0.477± 0.116 0.387± 0.194
Correct others 0.512± 0.123 0.452± 0.195
Incorrect others 0.485± 0.120 0.411± 0.207

Table 7: CLIPScore and UMIC comparison for correct
and incorrect caption-like sentences generated with dif-
ferent answer types.

Candidate Captions CLIPScore UMIC

Ground Truth: The color of the 
grass is brown.

0.405 0.475

Plausible Answer: The color of 
the grass is green, white.

0.440 0.197

Image Object: The color of the 
grass is giraffe.

0.736 0.384

Random Answer: The color of 
the grass is grill.

0.367 0.147

Figure 6: Captions from ground truth, plausible an-
swer, an object from the image and a random asnwer of
VQAv2.

A.3 Plausible Answers

To generate plausible captions for each question
type, we first compiled a list of plausible answers
derived from the ground truth multiple choice an-
swer of the same question type in the validation
split of VQAv2. Subsequently, an answer was ran-
domly selected from this list of plausible answers.
This chosen answer was used to replace the ground
truth answer in the original caption, thus generating
a plausible alternate caption.

A.4 Sensitivity to hallucinated objects

The main aim of this section is to assess the sen-
sitivity of CLIPScore and UMIC to hallucinated
captions (Rohrbach et al., 2018). To achieve this,
inspired by FOIL (Shekhar et al., 2017), we uti-
lized the COCO Detection dataset and generated a
caption for each unique object name in the image.
Additionally, we created a hallucinated caption pair
for each object by randomly selecting an object in
the same super-category (e.g., ‘bicycle’ and ‘mo-
torcycle’ belong to ‘vehicle’ super-category), but
not present in the image (see Figure 3 for an ex-
ample and see Section A.4.1 for a detailed descrip-
tion). Our experiment results demonstrate that both
CLIPScore and UMIC assign lower scores to hal-
lucinated captions compared to correct captions.
Specifically, for CLIPScore, the mean score for
hallucinated captions was 0.391± 0.096, while the
mean score for correct captions was 0.523± 0.127.
For UMIC, the mean score for hallucinated cap-
tions was 0.132 ± 0.015, and the mean score for
correct captions was 0.313 ± 0.149. Overall, our
study concludes that CLIPScore and UMIC are
effective in distinguishing between real and hallu-
cinated objects in image captions. This indicates
the robustness of these metrics in evaluating hal-
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GPT-J
Long Answer: The color of the 
shirt this tennis player is 
wearing is red.

Completed By Model

Please summarize the question and answer in one sentence.
Question: What color is the table?

Answer: brown

Long answer: The color of table is brown.

Question: What color is the front of the train?

Answer: red and black

Long Answer: The color of the front of the train is red and black.

Support Examples

Question: What color of shirt is this tennis player 
wearing?
Answer: redPrompt

Figure 7: Generating caption-like sentences from questions and answers of VQA datasets.

GPT-J
Subject: dishes presented in the 
picture
Sentence: There are dishes 
presented in the picture.

Completed By Model

.

Please first detect the question subject and then turn it into a 

sentence.

Question: How many horses are in the picture?

Subject: horses in the picture

Sentence: There is a horse in the picture.

Question: How many people are standing near the street sign?

Subject: people standing near the street sign

Sentence: There are people standing near the street sign.

.

Support Examples

Question: How many dishes are presented in the picture? 
Prompt

Figure 8: Generating caption-like sentences from questions of VQA datasets.

Figure 9: Histograms of CLIPScore and UMIC for TDIUC.

(a) Histograms of CLIPScore and UMIC for Attribute Ques-
tion Type of TDIUC Dataset.

(b) Histograms of CLIPScore and UMIC for Absurd Question
Type of TDIUC Dataset.

Figure 10: Histograms of CLIPScore and UMIC for Attribute and Absurd Question Typse of TDIUC Dataset.
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Question Type CLIPScore-Incorrect CLIPScore-Correct UMIC-Incorrect UMIC-Correct
how many 0.475± 0.120 0.468± 0.119 0.372± 0.197 0.354± 0.197
what color 0.454± 0.125 0.466± 0.124 0.420± 0.205 0.517± 0.183
what sport 0.480± 0.130 0.584± 0.072 0.299± 0.224 0.342± 0.182
what animal 0.436± 0.136 0.544± 0.108 0.257± 0.198 0.322± 0.169
what time 0.469± 0.098 0.405± 0.089 0.333± 0.119 0.282± 0.137
what brand 0.440± 0.124 0.458± 0.121 0.481± 0.191 0.511± 0.163
what type/kind 0.485± 0.116 0.537± 0.110 0.382± 0.195 0.417± 0.179
where 0.501± 0.117 0.551± 0.107 0.380± 0.190 0.435± 0.174
which 0.495± 0.118 0.529± 0.111 0.419± 0.197 0.414± 0.179
what is/are the 0.497± 0.118 0.543± 0.123 0.436± 0.207 0.468± 0.187
others 0.480± 0.119 0.471± 0.119 0.412± 0.205 0.370± 0.190

Table 8: CLIPScore and UMIC for correct and incorrect caption-like sentences generated for different question
types of VQAv2.

Question Type CLIPScore-Incorrect CLIPScore-Correct UMIC-Incorrect UMIC-Correct
absurd 0.422± 0.092 0.388± 0.074 0.096± 0.132 0.011± 0.045
attribute 0.550± 0.107 0.546± 0.106 0.428± 0.163 0.458± 0.148
color 0.542± 0.111 0.551± 0.114 0.439± 0.186 0.498± 0.172
object presence 0.500± 0.074 0.492± 0.095 0.179± 0.126 0.188± 0.137
sport recognition 0.597± 0.114 0.667± 0.074 0.253± 0.195 0.326± 0.158
activity recognition 0.645± 0.108 0.664± 0.094 0.353± 0.159 0.390± 0.153
sentiment understanding 0.582± 0.089 0.564± 0.080 0.409± 0.188 0.421± 0.159
scene recognition 0.497± 0.074 0.513± 0.078 0.264± 0.149 0.182± 0.114
utility affordance 0.562± 0.103 0.591± 0.101 0.353± 0.194 0.353± 0.181
positional reasoning 0.613± 0.106 0.638± 0.106 0.425± 0.200 0.504± 0.198
counting 0.563± 0.105 0.572± 0.103 0.300± 0.179 0.339± 0.170
object recognition 0.554± 0.119 0.595± 0.106 0.251± 0.188 0.284± 0.161

Table 9: CLIPScore and UMIC score for correct and incorrect caption-like sentences generated for different question
types of TDIUC.

lucinated captions in our limited setting. But we
would like to note that our experimental results do
not provide any information about whether these
models are prone to other kinds of hallucination
such as, hallucinating concepts that co-occur with
a given concept (e.g., camels co-occur with sand,
bananas are usually yellow etc.).

A.4.1 Forming hallucinated captions

The main objective of this section is to explain how
we form hallucinated captions. The COCO detec-
tion dataset provides object tags for each object in
an image, spanning 90 different object categories
such as ‘bicycle’, ‘giraffe’, and ‘sandwich’, etc..
These categories are further grouped into 12 super
categories including ‘person’, ‘vehicle’, ‘outdoor’,
‘animal’, ‘accessory’, ‘sports’, ‘kitchen’, ‘food’,
‘furniture’, ‘electronic’, ‘appliance’, and ‘indoor’.
To systematically generate hallucinated captions,
we define sibling categories, two categories are sib-

lings if they lie in the same super-category. For
instance ‘bicycle’, ‘car’, ‘motorcycle’, ‘airplane’,
‘bus’, ‘train’, ‘truck’, ‘boat’ are all siblings by defi-
nition since they all lie in the ‘vehicle’ super cate-
gory. Since there can be multiple objects with the
same object name in an image, we created a set
of unique objects presented in each image before
generating hallucinated captions. We generate hal-
lucinated captions by randomly selecting an object
from one sibling object that was not present in the
object set of the image. We only included objects
with at least one sibling in the analysis, resulting
in 94782 correct captions and hallucinated pairs.
For instance if an image has a ‘bottle’ in it, we
generate a correct caption for it: ‘There is a bottle.’,
and for generating a hallucinated pair we randomly
select an object from ‘bottle’ siblings that belongs
to ‘kitchen’ super category and we generate a hal-
lucinated caption ‘There is a knife.’.

11



(a) Histograms of CLIPScore and UMIC for Object Recogni-
tion Question Type of TDIUC Dataset.

(b) Histograms of CLIPScore and UMIC for Counting Ques-
tion Type of TDIUC Dataset.

Figure 11: Histograms of CLIPScore and UMIC for Object Recognition and Counting Question Types of TDIUC
Dataset.
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