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Abstract

Large Vision-Language Models (LVLMs) ex-
cel in integrating visual and linguistic contexts
to produce detailed content, facilitating applica-
tions such as image captioning. However, using
LVLMs to generate descriptions often faces the
challenge of object hallucination (OH), where
the output text misrepresents actual objects in
the input image. While previous studies at-
tribute the occurrence of OH to the inclusion
of more details, our study finds technical flaws
in existing metrics, leading to unreliable eval-
uations of models and conclusions about OH.
This has sparked a debate on the question: Do
more details always introduce more hallucina-
tions in LVLM-based image captioning?

In this paper, we address this debate by propos-
ing a novel decoding strategy, Differentiated
Beam Decoding (DBD), along with a reliable
new set of evaluation metrics: CLIP-Precision,
CLIP-Recall, and CLIP-F1. DBD decodes
the wealth of information hidden in visual
input into distinct language representations
called unit facts in parallel. This decoding is
achieved via a well-designed differential score
that guides the parallel search and candidate
screening. The selected unit facts are then ag-
gregated to generate the final caption. Our pro-
posed metrics evaluate the comprehensiveness
and accuracy of image captions by comparing
the embedding groups of ground-truth image
regions and generated text partitions. Extensive
experiments on the Visual Genome dataset val-
idate the effectiveness of our approach, demon-
strating that it produces detailed descriptions
while maintaining low hallucination levels.

1 Introduction

Large Vision-Language Models (LVLMs) (Liu
et al., 2023b; Long et al., 2022; Zhu et al., 2023;
OpenAI, 2024) have been broadly employed in a
range of multimodal applications, such as image
captioning (Li et al., 2022; Liu et al., 2023d; Chen
et al., 2023b; Wang et al., 2023; Xuan et al., 2023),

Hallucinated Caption:

A man is talking on his cell phone, in front 
of a building, engaged in a conversation.

The image features a man wearing glasses 
and a blue shirt, who is engaged in a 
conversation on his cell phone. He appears 
to be in a public space, possibly a store or 
a restaurant, as there are potted plants 
nearby. …

The image is a black and white photo of a 
man talking on a cell phone. He is wearing 
glasses and … in a conversation. … In the 
background, there is a TV.

❌

❌

Undetailed Caption:

Ours:

Please describe this 
image in detail.

LVLM

Visual Inputs

Textual Inputs

Figure 1: Comparison of captions. The top caption ig-
nores much visual information. The middle one includes
details but also introduces hallucinations. Our method
(bottom) provides detailed and accurate captions.

where the objective is to generate textual descrip-
tions that accurately encapsulate visual data. On
the one hand, LVLMs are expected to generate
descriptions that are detailed and comprehensive
rather than overly succinct, ensuring pivotal visual
information is not omitted. On the other hand, de-
tailed and long descriptions from these LVLMs
often suffer from a significant challenge known as
hallucination (Rohrbach et al., 2018), where output
text is semantically coherent but misaligned with
the actual objects present in the input image. In
this work, we mainly consider object hallucination.
Such issues, whether of omission or hallucination,
limit practical applications in safety-critical fields
such as medical imaging (Hu et al., 2023; Alsharid
et al., 2022, 2021) or autonomous driving (Chen
et al., 2023c; Jin et al., 2023), where accurate and
comprehensive outputs are essential.

As shown in Figure 1, a short caption accurately
describes the main objects, man and cell phone, in
the center of the image but overlooks details such
as the man’s glasses and the potted plant in the
corner. However, when we encourage LVLMs to
generate a longer caption to include more image
details, we can see the occurrence of hallucinations,
such as a nonexistent object, TV, and inaccurate
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attributes, black and white. A question naturally
arises: Do more details always introduce more hal-
lucinations in LVLM-based Image Captioning?

There remains a debate about answering this
question. On the one hand, substantial evidence
(Zhou et al., 2023; Deng et al., 2024) indicates that
hallucinations are more likely to appear in later sen-
tences of long text sequences where models tend
to describe details. Moreover, the native design of
the model results in the subsequent description of
the details receiving more interference than the pre-
vious text, which is misleading from the previous
text itself. On the other hand, our in-depth manual
analysis reveals that existing metrics overstate the
presence of hallucinations in detailed descriptions.
This inaccuracy stems from two main factors: first,
human-generated ground-truth captions often lack
detail; second, rule-based evaluations fail to grasp
the true intent of image captioning, sometimes even
contradicting it. The more detailed the description,
the more serious the impact of these two factors,
rendering the evidence less credible.

In this work, we aim to settle down this de-
bate by demonstrating that, with proper guidance,
LVLMs can produce detailed descriptions while
maintaining low hallucination levels. To achieve
this goal, we propose a novel decoding strategy,
Differentiated Beam Decoding (DBD), along with
a new set of evaluation metrics: CLIP-Precision,
CLIP-Recall, and CLIP-F1. Our proposed DBD
is grounded in parallel decoding to eliminate mis-
leading information from pre-generated texts and
differentiated searching to compel the LVLM to de-
scribe the image from various perspectives. It oper-
ates in three phases: differentiated parallel search,
post-search selection, and unit facts summarization.
Our introduced metrics utilize different divisions
of the image and the caption to obtain a group of
embeddings, respectively. The percentage that one
group of embeddings can express the other is calcu-
lated, serving as CLIP-precision and CLIP-recall,
which are then combined to produce CLIP-F1.

Our contributions are fourfold:
• We introduce a novel, training-free decoding
method that generates in parallel multiple facts of
distinct aspects of an image and synthesizes them
into a comprehensive and accurate description.
• We conduct an in-depth analysis of widely used
hallucination metrics, revealing that over 50% of
identified object hallucinations are unjust.
• We propose a novel set of metrics that specifically
and separately evaluate the comprehensiveness and

hallucination level of image captioning.
• We perform extensive experiments to validate the
effectiveness of our approach. We tested various
LVLMs on the Visual Genome dataset using the
proposed metric. The results demonstrate that our
method produces more detailed image descriptions
while maintaining a low level of hallucinations.

2 Related Work

2.1 LVLM-based Image Captioning

Image captioning (Bai and An, 2018) aims to
bridge the gap between visual perception and lan-
guage understanding. Compared with traditional
models (Vinyals et al., 2015; Wang et al., 2020), by
training on extremely large-scale datasets, Large
Vision-Language Models (LVLMs) can give us
more detailed and contextually rich descriptions
to improve the performance of image understand-
ing. Representative works include LLaVA-1.5 (Liu
et al., 2023d), MiniGPT-4 (Zhu et al., 2023), and
mPLUG-Owl2 (Ye et al., 2023b).

However, the use of LVLMs in the image
captioning task sometimes comes with hallucina-
tion (Gunjal et al., 2024), which is an issue in
that LVLMs generate descriptions containing ob-
jects or details not present in the image. Existing
methods to mitigate hallucinations include rein-
forced grounding (Favero et al., 2024), adversarial
training (Park et al., 2024), and visual verification
steps (Liu et al., 2023a; Lu et al., 2023).

2.2 Evaluation Metrics of Image Captioning

Three metrics are widely used to evaluate the per-
formance of the image captioning task, including
Caption Hallucination Assessment with Image Rel-
evance (CHAIR) (Rohrbach et al., 2018), Bilingual
Evaluation Understudy (BLEU) (Papineni et al.,
2002), and the CLIP Score (Hessel et al., 2022).

CHAIR evaluates object hallucination in image
captioning, consisting of (1) CHAIRS , measuring
the proportion of sentences with hallucinated ob-
jects, and (2) CHAIRI , assessing the proportion of
hallucinated objects among all mentioned objects.
BLEU evaluates the match between generated and
reference texts based on n-gram precision. The
reference-free CLIP Score is also used to evaluate
image captioning. However, each of these metrics
has limitations. CLIP Score lacks detail, which is
crucial for high-quality image captioning. CHAIR
and BLEU metrics are often limited by humans’
undetailed ground-truth caption annotations.
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Figure 2: Object word position in the caption v.s. object
size proportion to the image. As the caption progresses,
LVLMs are prone to describe smaller objects.

3 Detail-Hallucination Debate

3.1 Co-occurrence of Detail and Hallucination

The arguments regarding the co-occurrence of de-
tail and hallucination fall into two main points.

First, substantial experimental evidence from
prior research indicates that hallucinations tend to
appear more frequently in the later parts of captions.
For instance, Figure 2a. in Deng et al. (2024) shows
a consistent pattern across multiple LVLMs, where
the probability of hallucination increases as the sen-
tence progresses. Additionally, Figure 1c. in Zhou
et al. (2023) highlights that the end of descriptions
is a predominant high-density area for hallucina-
tory objects. Although this observation is intuitive,
our further analysis of the LVLM-based captioning
demonstrates that models tend to describe details
in the later part of the caption, as presented in Fig-
ure 2. We provide the settings for this experiment
and more discussions in the Appendix A.1.

Second, the inherent attention mechanism of
looking back causes the subsequent detailed de-
scription to receive more interference. In a typical
sequential generation, it is reasonably expected
that earlier text influences later text, and a rational
consensus is that this influence should only affect
the direction of the narrative, not the critical fac-
tual content. However, in vision-language tasks
such as image captioning, where complex infor-
mation is hidden in the visual embedding rather
than explicitly expressed in language, the previous
descriptions can interfere with the generation of
subsequent details. For example, as illustrated in
Figure 3, in the original caption, LLaVA-1.5 ini-
tially identifies five people in the scene. However,
when we mask the pre-generated texts during infer-
ence, the number decreases to four, indicating the
misleading from the prior words such as “several.”

LLaVA-1.5

The image depicts a lively 
beach scene with several 
people enjoying their time 
near the ocean. There are at 
least [Token] (people …)

Ongoing caption:

The image depicts a lively 
beach scene with several 
people enjoying their time 
near the ocean. There are at 
least [Token] (people …)

Prior texts masked:

five
six

nine

four

seven

-1.57
-1.82

-1.86

-2.33
-2.60

four
five
six

three

seven

-1.52
-1.82

-1.83

-1.91
-2.88

Please describe this image in detail

Visual Input

Textual Input

Log-likelihood

Figure 3: Misleading from pre-generated texts. With
prior output engaged, LLaVA-1.5 predicts most likely
five people in the scene. However, with the first sentence
masked during the coding, the number decreases to four.

3.2 Inflated Hallucination Presence
Nevertheless, our in-depth analysis of the classic
hallucination evaluation method, CHAIR, reveals
that the presence rate of hallucination is inflated,
particularly in detailed captions, refuting the exper-
imental evidence from the co-occurrence side.

Specifically, we generated captions for 500 ran-
domly selected images from the MSCOCO valida-
tion dataset using LLaVA-1.5 (Liu et al., 2023d)
and evaluated them using the CHAIR (Rohrbach
et al., 2018) framework, a widely used method in
the literature. Upon manually inspecting the sam-
ples identified as hallucinated, we found that over
55% of these identified hallucinations are unjusti-
fied. The misjudgment is due to two main reasons,
and both are exacerbated in detailed captions.

First, the rule-based object extraction is rigid
and prone to errors, leading to a misunderstand-
ing of the caption. The current rule assumes that
if an object word appears in the caption, the de-
scription expresses the presence of the object in the
image. However, detailed captions often include
decorative text that contains object words without
indicating their presence. For instance, as shown in
Figure 4 (left), the object word, passenger, is used
to describe a characteristic of the seat, for passen-
gers to sit and wait, not to indicate the presence of
a passenger. Similarly, detailed captions might ex-
plicitly state the absence of certain objects related
to the scene, such as car in Figure 4 (right), yet
are still labeled as hallucinations. Other inaccurate
extractions include identifying orange from orange
juice, bowl from toilet bowl, and so on.

Second, the language-reference-required com-
parisons are restricted by the quality of annotations.
Any ground-truth caption is essentially a lossy com-
pression of the original visual information, which
falls short when more detailed predictions arise.
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LLaVA-1.5:
The image depicts a yellow and blue 

train… A bench can be seen on the 

right side of the train, providing a 

place for passengers to sit and wait.

Current 

Evaluation LLaVA-1.5:
The image features a stop sign that 

has been knocked over… The street 

appears to be empty, with no cars 

or pedestrians visible in the scene.
passenger car

Misjudgment

Figure 4: Misjudgement from rule-based identification.
The current framework misunderstands elaborate cap-
tions, where many object words appear not for existence
but for decorative features or even for non-existence.

This phenomenon is inevitable, akin to our perpet-
ual quest for additional decimal places in π. This
issue is particularly prevalent in the current evalu-
ation framework that widely uses MSCOCO. For
example, as presented in Figure 5, ground-truth cap-
tions from humans often omit subassemblies, like
keyboard of a laptop or small details such as traffic
light. We remark that the ground truths shown in
Figure 5 are obtained by summarizing all human
captions provided by MSCOCO. Additionally, hu-
man annotations frequently ignore the background
environment, such as table, where the objects are
situated. Consequently, many accurate details are
incorrectly recognized as hallucinations. We pro-
vide more examples of failure in Appendix A.1.

Our arguments

Mitigating interference. While the validity
of experimental evidence that highlights the
co-occurrence of detail and hallucination
using current evaluation metrics has been
challenged, the inherent problem posed by
the attention mechanism’s design persists.
To mitigate the issue of the extra interfer-
ence from pre-generated text and allow for
high-fidelity and detailed image captioning,
we introduce a novel decoding method, Dif-
ferentiated Beam Decoding (DBD).
Enhancing evaluation metrics. Despite
a new method to reduce interference is-
sues, the current metrics still have signif-
icant limitations, as emphasized by the op-
posing viewpoint. To provide a more com-
prehensive and reliable evaluation of both
the thoroughness of detail and the accuracy
of content, we propose a novel set of met-
rics, CLIP-Recall, -Precision, and -F1.

LLaVA-1.5:
The image depicts a woman walking 

down a city street… There are several 

cars … and a traffic light can be seen 

in the background.

Ground-truth caption:
A woman walks across a street with 

a cellphone to her ear.

LLaVA-1.5:
The image features a gray and white 

cat sitting next to a laptop… The 

laptop occupies…, with its keyboard 

and screen visible.

Ground-truth caption:
A cat trying next to his owner who is 

using the computer

keyboard traffic lightMisjudgment

Figure 5: Misjudgement from undetailed ground truths.
The current framework identifies hallucination based
on language ground truths, restricting the capability to
evaluate captions in more detail than ground truths.

4 Methodology

4.1 Preliminary

LVLMs. We consider a Large Vision-Language
Model (LVLM), denoted as M, which receives
an image v and a text prompt x, including the pre-
generated tokens, to infer the next token probability.
This process is formalized as follows:

M(v,x,y<t) := pM(· | v,x,y<t).

Given each token’s probability from the LVLM, the
sentence-level log-likelihood is defined as:

log pM(y≤t | v,x) =
∑
i

log pM(yi | v,x,y<i).

Decoding strategy. Decoding strategies dictate
how to harness the next token probability to select
the next token yt from the set S of all possible
tokens in the vocabulary, which includes special to-
kens such as <BOS>, <EOS>, and <PAD>. Greedy
decoding, the simplest strategy, selects the next
token with the highest probability, formalized as

yt = argmax
s∈S

log pM(s | v,x,y<t).

4.2 Differentiated Beam Decoding

As depicted in Figure 6, our method, Differen-
tiated Beam Decoding (DBD), comprises three
phases. First, we search for multiple candidates
of the image’s unit facts in parallel, ensuring there
is no precedence and no extra interference. Sub-
sequently, we select a subset from these unit-fact
candidates to eliminate redundancy and improve ef-
ficiency. Finally, we task the LVLM to finalize the
caption based on selected unit facts and the image.
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The coconut trees are on the beach.

···

There is no people visible in the scene.

A ship is visible in the distance. 

The coconut trees are tall and thin.

Searched Unit-Facts

① Differentiated Parallel Search

1: The coconut trees are <?>…

2: There is no people <?>…···

n: A ship is visible <?>…

Ongoing Candidates at t

···

1. ···

2.
···

⍺ₜ

1-2: The coconut trees are on (the beach.)···

N-1: A ship is visible on (the sea.)

N-2: A ship is visible in (the distance.) 

1-1: The coconut trees are tall (and thin.)

TopK Sub-candidates

···

Differential 

Scores

t-1 t+1

n.

There is no people visible in the scene.···

A ship is visible in the distance. 

The coconut trees are on the beach.

Selected Unit-Facts

On the beach, there are 

some coconut trees but 

no people visible. On 

the sea, a ship visible 

in the distance…

Final Caption
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g
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e
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o
o

d
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e
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g
th
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n
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lty

···

Differential Scores

+

② Post-search Selection

1.

2.

3.

···
n.

Iterative 

Selection

③ Unit Facts Summarization

LVLM

Prompt
+

+
Model

Image

IPM

IPM

S
a

v
e

d

There is no people visible in the scene.···

A ship is visible in the distance. 

The coconut trees are on the beach.

Selected Unit-Facts

These are the facts of the 

image. Please generate a 

detailed description 

based on them.

Finalizing Prompt

IFPM

Figure 6: Overview of DBD method. In the Differentiated Parallel Search phase, we balance log-likelihoods
from the model and differential scores to search distinct unit facts. In the Post-search Selection phase, we select
multiple representative unit facts using length-penalized log-likelihood and differential scores. In the Unit Facts
Summarization phase, we task the LVLM to generate the final caption based on selected unit facts and the image.

Differential score. Before detailing the three
phases, we introduce the sequence-level and set-
level Differential Score, which are utilized in the
search and selection phases to promote diversity.

For two sequences, y(1) = (y
(1)
1 , ...y

(1)
L1

) and

y(2) = (y
(2)
1 , ...y

(2)
L2

), the sequence-level differen-
tial score is computed as the negative cosine sim-
ilarity between their tokens’ average hidden state
vectors from the LVLM, or equivalently,

dM(y(1),y(2)) = − 1

L1L2

L1∑
i=1

L2∑
j=1

cos(h
(1)
i , h

(2)
j ),

where hi denotes the hidden states of the token yi.
For a set of candidates Y = {y(1), ...y(k)}, the

set-level differential score, DM(Y) aggregates the
sequence-level differential scores across all unique
candidate pairs (y(i),y(j)) for i ̸= j, as follows:

DM(Y) =
k∑

i=2

i−1∑
j=1

dM(y(i),y(j)).

Differentiated parallel search. In this phase, we
leverage differential scores to guide the generation
of independent and distinct unit facts in parallel.

Generating fluent, accurate, and varied descrip-
tions of images requires balancing high model prob-
ability with significant differential scores. Our ob-
jective is to identify the optimal set of unit facts,
Y = {y(1), ...y(n)}, that contains n unit facts and

maximizes a combination of the log-likelihoods
and a set-level weighted differential score,

max
Y

[

n∑
i=1

log pM(y(i) | v,x) + αDM(Y)]

where n is the predefined size of the candidate set
and α is a weight that balances the impact of the dif-
ferential score. Directly addressing this optimiza-
tion is complex, so we adopt an iterative approach
to resolve the sub-problems for i ∈ [n],

max
Y

[log pM(y(i) | v,x) +
i−1∑
j=1

dM(y(i),y(j))].

The concrete decoding procedure is similar to
the Beam Search but incorporates dynamic crite-
ria based on the differential scores of pre-picked
candidates. We provide more discussions on beam
search in Appendix A.2.2. Specifically, at each
step t, we maintain a set of parallel candidates
Yt = {y(1)

≤t , ...,y
(n)
≤t }, with each candidate repre-

senting a unit fact in progress. At the next step
t+ 1, for each candidate y(i)

≤t, we obtain the top K
most probable next tokens predicted by the model,
where K is a hyperparameter. These total nK next
tokens, along with their source candidates, form a
sub-candidate set Ỹt+1 = {ỹ(1)

≤t+1, ..., ỹ
(nK)
≤t+1}.

From this sub-candidate set, we pick next-step
candidates, Yt+1. Initially, the sub-candidate with
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the highest sentence-level log-likelihood is chosen
first and removed from the sub-candidate set:

y
(1)
≤t+1 = argmax

ỹ≤t+1∈Ỹt+1

log pM(ỹ≤t+1 | v,x).

Subsequently, we iteratively pick and remove the
sub-candidate with the highest hybrid score, de-
fined as the log-likelihood adjusted by a weighted
sum of differential scores with existing next-step
candidates, from the remaining sub-candidate set.
It can be formalized as follows for 2 ≤ j ≤ n:

y
(j)
≤t+1 = argmax

ỹ≤t+1∈Ỹ ′
t+1

[log pM(ỹ≤t+1 | v,x)

+ αt+1

j−1∑
k=1

dM(ỹ≤t+1,y
(k)
≤t+1)],

where Ỹ ′
t+1 denotes the remaining sub-candidate

set, and αt+1 is a parameter that adjusts the in-
fluence of differential scores, decreasing as t pro-
gresses to encourage differentiation in early stage.
Suppose a picked token is the end-of-sequence to-
ken (<EOS>). In that case, this completed fact is
moved to a set of final unit-fact candidates, Yfact,
for the next phase, and the next sub-candidate with
the highest hybrid score is picked as a replacement.
Once n unfinished sub-candidates are chosen, we
obtain the next-step candidate set Yt+1.

The procedure repeats until the predefined maxi-
mum time step is reached. Throughout the process,
multiple completed unit facts are added to the final
unit-fact candidate set Yfact. Typically, Yfact con-
tains redundancies that need to be further refined.
Post-search selection. In this phase, we select
a subset Ȳ = {ȳ(1), ...ȳ(n̄)}, from the obtained
facts set Yfact, to remove redundancy and improve
efficiency. The goal is to identify the most repre-
sentative unit facts that balance sentence-level log-
likelihood with a length penalty and differential
score. The selection process operates in a manner
similar to the first phase. Specifically, it begins
by identifying the candidate with the highest pure
likelihood score. Then, it is followed by an itera-
tive selection from the remaining facts, prioritizing
those with high log-likelihoods and minimal redun-
dancy with the already selected facts. The dynamic
criterion is formalized as follows: for j ∈ [n̄]

ȳ(j) = argmax
y∈Yfact

(
1

|y|
log pM(y | v,x)

+ ᾱ

j−1∑
k=1

dM(y, ȳ(k))),

The image depicts a serene 

street scene with a focus on 

a sleeping dog. Adjacent to 

the dog, on the left side of 

the image, there is a 

bicycle leaned against the 

wall. In the distance, there 

are a few people walking 

along the street.

Detailed captionImage

CLIP 
Image

CLIP 
Text

32.42%

34.42%

34.10%

CLIP Score

Figure 7: CLIP Scores between the image and captions
with different detail levels. Each color square corre-
sponds to a sentence of the same color. The full detailed
caption has a lower CLIP score than the second one.

where |y| represents the length of the candidate and
1/|y| serves as the length penalty factor, ensuring
that shorter candidates are not undervalued.
Unit facts summarization. In this phase, the set
Ȳ of selected unit facts are presented to the LVLM
alongside the image. The model synthesizes these
unit facts into a coherent final description. This
step not only leverages the explicit information in
the unit facts but allows for optional re-evaluation
based on the image itself, ensuring that the final
caption remains closely aligned with the vision.

4.3 CLIP-Recall, -Precision, and -F1

Current evaluation metrics have notable limitations.
BLEU (Papineni et al., 2002) has been unable to
adapt to the diverse expression of captions from
current LVLMs. The current rule-based extrac-
tion framework of CHAIR (Rohrbach et al., 2018)
fails to accurately evaluate detailed captions, where
many object words appear not for existence but for
decorative features or even non-existence. Address-
ing this problem requires a deep understanding of
the caption text rather than rigid judgment. Addi-
tionally, language ground truths, as lossy compres-
sions of visual information, restrict the evaluation
of more detailed captions. To improve applicabil-
ity, we need to focus on the real ground truth—the
image—and its fine-grained comprehension.

These lead us to the CLIP score. However, the
CLIP score has weaknesses. First, it only measures
the consistency between the vision and language
inputs but does not indicate whether the caption
is undetailed or over-hallucinated. Moreover, the
CLIP encoders focus on the main objects and over-
look details, lacking a deep and fine-grained digest.
Figure 7 shows an example where the CLIP image
encoder omits the information in the background,
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leading to a lower CLIP score for the most detailed
caption. In response, we propose a novel set of met-
rics: CLIP-Precision, CLIP-Recall, and CLIP-F1.

For an image-caption pair (v,y), assume we
have dense partitions of both vision and language.
For the image, partitions are cropped sub-images
of different objects or environments, including the
full image. For the caption, partitions are sentences
or phrases describing different objects or their char-
acteristics, including the full caption. Given these
image and caption partitions, we utilize the CLIP
image and text encoders to encode them, obtaining
two sets of embeddings, both in various granularity
levels. Let Vc = {vc

i}
nv
1 and Yc = {yc

i}
ny

1 de-
note the set of embeddings from image and caption
partitions, respectively, where nv and ny represent
the set sizes. We then compute the proportion that
one embedding set can be linearly represented by
the other as CLIP-Recall or CLIP-Precision and
combine them to produce CLIP-F1.

Consider an embedding a ∈ Rne and a set B =
{bi}nb

1 , where ne is the number of dimensions, nb

is the size of B. The proportion of topk-similar
linear representation for a by B is defined as the l2
norm ratio of the best linear combination of topk-
similar embeddings in B to the embedding a,

PLRk(a;B) :=
||Bkω

∗||2
||a||2

,

s.t. ω∗ = argmin
ω

||Bkω − a||2,

where k is a parameter, Bk ∈ Rne×min(k,nb) is a
matrix whose columns are the embeddings bi ∈ B
with the highest similarities to a, and || · ||2 is the l2
norm. Notably, when we set k = 1, or there is only
one embedding in B, i.e., nb = 1, the proportion of
linear representation generalizes cosine similarity.
We discuss the effect of k in Appendix A.3.1.

To obtain the recall, for each vc
i ∈ Vc, we form

a matrix Y c
k using the min(k, nv) embeddings of

caption partitions in Yc with the highest similar-
ities to vc

i and compute the proportion of linear
representation. We then compute the CLIP-Recall
as the average PLR by Y c

k across Vc:

CLIP-Recall =
1

nv

nv∑
i=1

PLRk(v
c
i ;Yc).

Similarly, we define CLIP-Precision as the average
proportion of topk-similar linear representation by
the image partitions across the caption partitions:

CLIP-Precision =
1

nv

nv∑
i=1

PLRk(y
c
i ;Vc).

Intuitively, CLIP-Recall shows how much infor-
mation in the image can be explained by the caption
in various granularity levels, and CLIP-Precision
measures the reverse. Thus, a higher CLIP-Recall
score indicates a more detailed caption, while a
lower CLIP-Precision score indicates more hallu-
cinations. Finally, we combine CLIP-Recall and
CLIP-Precision to obtain a general measure of how
well the caption aligns with the image:

CLIP-F1 :=
2CLIP-Recall · CLIP-Precision
CLIP-Recall + CLIP-Precision

.

5 Evaluation

5.1 Experiment Setting

LVLMs and dataset. We evaluate the relationship
between details and hallucinations on three state-
of-the-art LVLMs, LLaVA-1.5 (Liu et al., 2023c),
mPLUG-Owl2 (Ye et al., 2023a), and Minigpt-
4-v2 (Chen et al., 2023a). Our experiments are
conducted on the Visual Genome dataset (Krishna
et al., 2017), from which we randomly pick 500 im-
ages from the validation set using the same random
seed across different methods and LVLMs.
Baselines. To validate our method, we compare it
against classic decoding baselines such as greedy
decoding and beam search, as well as state-of-
the-art approaches to mitigate object hallucination
in image captioning, including VCD (Leng et al.,
2023) and Opera (Huang et al., 2024). Details on
baseline settings are provided in Appendix A.3.2.
Metric implementation details. We employ our
proposed metrics—CLIP-Recall, CLIP-Precision,
and CLIP-F1—for evaluation. We utilize the ViT-
L/14 CLIP image and text encoder for these met-
rics, which produces the embeddings of 768 dimen-
sions. The Visual Genome dataset annotates dense
regions and objects within each image with specific
bounding boxes. We utilize these bounding boxes
of regions and objects as the vision partitions of
the images. Additionally, each image is treated
as a special partition in its entirety. For language
partitions, we segment the captions into sentences
based on punctuation marks like periods, question
marks, and exclamation points and include the full
caption as well. We compute the CLIP metric set
with different parameters k and report all results.
Method implementation details. In the search
phase, for LLaVA-1.5 and mPLUG-Owl2, we set
the differential weight αt as 10 in the first 3 decod-
ing step, i.e., t ≤ 3, reducing it to 5 subsequently.
For MiniGPT-4, we set αt = 4 in all steps. We

7



Model MiniGPT-4 LLaVA-1.5 mPLUG-Owl2
Method k CLIP-Recall CLIP-Precision CLIP-F1 CLIP-Recall CLIP-Precision CLIP-F1 CLIP-Recall CLIP-Precision CLIP-F1
Greedy 25.34 25.84 25.53 25.47 28.31 26.77 25.21 27.62 26.32
Beam 24.97 26.22 25.53 25.59 28.38 26.87 25.37 27.77 26.48
VCD 3 25.29 25.80 25.49 25.50 28.37 26.82 25.22 27.60 26.32
Opera 24.70 26.30 25.43 25.43 28.49 26.84 25.10 27.81 26.33

DBD (Ours) 26.16 25.69 25.87 25.79 28.40 26.98 25.40 27.98 26.58
Greedy 26.20 26.26 26.17 26.07 28.78 27.31 25.86 28.07 26.88
Beam 25.77 26.65 26.14 26.18 28.82 27.39 26.02 28.22 27.03
VCD 5 26.14 26.22 26.12 26.11 28.84 27.35 25.86 28.04 26.87
Opera 25.53 26.73 26.06 26.01 28.95 27.36 25.83 28.35 26.98

DBD (Ours) 27.08 26.10 26.52 26.48 28.87 27.57 26.07 28.43 27.15
Greedy 27.14 27.32 27.15 26.40 29.94 28.00 26.29 29.24 27.63
Beam 26.60 27.75 27.10 26.55 29.99 28.11 26.52 29.38 27.83
VCD 10 27.06 27.28 27.09 26.42 30.01 28.04 26.29 29.21 27.63
Opera 26.42 27.81 27.03 26.31 30.14 28.05 26.07 29.40 27.57

DBD (Ours) 28.27 27.12 27.61 26.66 30.15 28.22 26.27 29.69 27.87

Table 1: Proposed CLIP metric sets evaluation results on the Visual Genome dataset of LVLMS with different
methods. Bold indicates the best results of all methods. k is the parameter for the CLIP metric set. For all k, higher
CLIP-Recall indicates more details in captions; lower CLIP-Precision represents more hallucination.

Model αt CLIP-Recall CLIP-Precision CLIP-F1
2 27.06 26.08 26.50

MiniGPT-4 3 27.00 25.96 26.42
4 27.08 26.10 26.52
2 26.45 28.87 27.55

LLaVA-1.5 3 26.39 28.86 27.51
4 26.42 28.82 27.51
5 26.48 28.87 27.57
2 25.98 28.36 27.07

mPLUG-Owl2 3 26.05 28.42 27.13
4 26.10 28.39 27.14
5 26.07 28.43 27.15

Table 2: Proposed CLIP metric sets evaluation results on
DBD with different αt. Higher αt represents a stronger
influence from the differential score on the decoding.

configure LLaVA-1.5 and mPLUG-Owl2 to use 5
differentiated beams with a topk setting of 6, while
MiniGPT-4 uses 7 differentiated beams with a topk
of 7. In the selection phase, we set a differential
selection weight ᾱ as 5 and the number of final unit
facts n̄ as 10. For more implementation details,
please refer to the Appendix A.2.3.

5.2 Experiment Results

We present the evaluation results of our pro-
posed CLIP metric set for our method, Differen-
tiated Beam Decoding (DBD), and various base-
lines across different LVLMs, as compiled in Sec-
tion 4.3. The results consistently show that our
DBD method surpasses all baseline methods. Com-
pared to Greedy, Beam Search, and VCD, our
method demonstrates superior CLIP-Recall and
CLIP-Precision, indicating that DBD effectively
enhances detail in LVLM-based image captioning
without increasing the hallucination rate. While
Opera Opera occasionally achieves better results
on CLIP-Precision, this is paid for by its generally
lower scores on CLIP-Recall and CLIP-F1.

Additionally, we report the ablation study on dif-
ferential score weight αt in Section 5. The results
illustrate that while variations in αt impact perfor-
mance, DBD remains robust and not overly sensi-
tive to this hyperparameter. Detailed caption com-
parison examples from the Visual Genome dataset
are provided in Appendix A.3.2.

6 Limitations

While our method (DBD) effectively mitigates the
problem of extra interference from pre-generated
texts, it does not address other potential sources of
hallucinations. However, the unique parallel decod-
ing structure of DBD offers the potential for inte-
gration with most existing hallucination-mitigating
methods, a synergy that remains to be explored.
Additionally, our proposed CLIP metric set relies
on given image partitions. This requirement con-
strained our experiments to Visual Genome, which,
despite its comprehensiveness, may not capture the
full diversity of real-world scenarios.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we address the debate on whether
more detailed descriptions in LVLM-based im-
age captioning necessarily lead to increased ob-
ject hallucinations. We propose a novel decoding
method, Differentiated Beam Decoding (DBD), ac-
companied by a new set of metrics: CLIP-Recall,
-Precision, and -F1. Extensive experiments on the
Visual Genome dataset validate that our method
produces more detailed and accurate image cap-
tions while effectively maintaining a low hallucina-
tion level. Future research can extend our methods
to further improve the robustness and reliability of
LVLM-based applications across diverse scenarios.
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A Appendix

A.1 Detail-Hallucination Debate

Co-occurrence of Detail and Hallucination. To
fully support the co-occurrence side’s arguments,
we show that LVLMs tend to describe details in the
later part of captions by a simple experiment. Con-
cretely, we first generate captions of 500 images
from the Visual Genome dataset using different
LVLMs. Then, we match the object words in the
captions with the object annotations in the dataset
and compute the object size using the correspond-
ing bounding box annotations. We report how the
average object size changes depending on where it
appears in the caption. As presented in the Figure 2,
the average size of objects consistently decreases as
the sentence progresses, validating the statement.

One may find the co-occurrence of details and
hallucinations similar to the natural phenomenon
that "the more you say, the more mistakes you
make." However, they are different. The former
is saying that when describing details, it’s more
likely to produce hallucinations, and the latter is
still tenable even if the hallucination frequency is
common across all positions in the description.
Inflated Hallucination Presence. We provide
more examples of failures in the current hallucina-
tion evaluation framework in Figure 8 and Figure 9.
Images are from the MSCOCO validation set. The
captions are generated by LLaVA-1.5 using our
proposed decoding method, DBD.

A.2 Methodology: DBD

A.2.1 Preliminaries

LVLMs. The architecture of the LVLM M incor-
porates a visual encoder, a cross-modality aligner,
and a Large Language Model (LLM) core struc-
ture. Initially, the input undergoes processing by
the visual encoder, followed by the cross-modality
aligner to obtain a visual embedding in the tex-
tual space. Subsequently, the LLM core utilizes
this visual-textual embedding, along with the text
prompt and previously generated tokens, to predict
the probability of the next token.

A.2.2 Discussion

Beam Search. Our approach is grounded in Beam
Search (BS), which aims to select an output se-
quence that maximizes the total log-likelihood, not

just the highest probability next token at each step:

yBeam = argmax
y∈SL̄

L̄∑
t=1

log pM(yt | v,x,y<t),

where L̄ denotes the maximum output length and
log pM(y | v,x) represents the sentence-level
log-likelihood. BS maintains Nbeam candidate se-
quences, each with a corresponding beam score,
i.e., log-likelihood. In each step, BS calculates
the top K probable next tokens for each candidate
sequence, resulting in N beam K sub-candidates
and their new log-likelihood scores. The top Nbeam
sequences with the highest scores are then selected
to continue to the next step.
Relationship with Beam Search.To eliminate the
extra interference from pre-generated text in typ-
ical strategies, an intuitive approach is to process
several separate output candidates simultaneously
so that there is no precedence. While this sounds
similar to Beam Search (BS), the candidates in
conventional BS usually converge to similar full
descriptions and focus on the same aspects of the
image. Moreover, within each candidate, the gen-
eration of later texts is still influenced by earlier
ones. Our method, however, encourages the explo-
ration of distinct narrative directions in parallel and
concludes when a single unit fact is completed.

A.2.3 Implementation Details
Direct instruction for random aspects. The in-
herent language priors of LVLMs often manifest
a preference for describing certain aspects of an
image over others, typically favoring a progression
from central to peripheral elements or from general
to specific details. This bias can impede the genera-
tion of differentiated facts, particularly when using
a standard prompt such as "Please describe the im-
age". To circumvent this issue, we leverage the
LVLM’s robust generalization capability by mod-
ifying our prompt during the differentiated beam
decoding phase.

Specifically, we enhance the prompt to clarify
the final goal of image captioning while also di-
rectly instructing the LVLM to focus on a randomly
selected aspect of the image. This strategy encour-
ages the model to diverge from its typical pattern
of description, facilitating the generation of varied
and independent factual content. For LLaVA-1.5
and mPLUG-Owl2, we use "Please generate a ran-
dom fact of the image. You can describe the main
object, the background, the environment, or any
other detail. Please make sure the choice of the
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Figure 8: Examples illustrating misjudgments in image captioning. The left column contains images, the middle
column shows automatically generated captions with highlighted sections in red that are considered incorrect by
existing metrics (hallucination words). However, our model’s captions are actually correct. The right column
provides explanations and clarifications, demonstrating the accuracy of the highlighted sections and the flaws of the
previous metric.

fact is random. Do not only focus on the people or
the main object." For MiniGPT-4, we add another
"Give me the fact directly without other words"
at the end of the prompt to prevent MiniGPT-4
from generating too much nonsense. By directing
the LVLM to select aspects randomly, we promote
a more equitable consideration of all parts of the
image, thereby supporting the production of a com-
prehensive and balanced description.

In the summarization phase, we prompt the
"These are the image and the facts of the image.
Please summarize them and generate a detailed
description of the image based on the facts and the
image" for LLaVA-1.5 and mPLUG-Owl2. Simi-
larly, we add a "Give me the fact directly without
other words" at the end.

A.3 Evaluation

A.3.1 CLIP Metric Set
Hyperparameter k. The value of the parameter k
represents how many of the most relevant embed-

dings can be used to fit an embedding from another
modal. The design of the parameter k is based on
the observation that a description of an object or re-
gion may not be fully captured in just one sentence.
A detailed caption may need to cover different as-
pects of the same area or object, leading to the
use of multiple sentences. This requires allowing
for a more accurate approximation of visual facts.
Similarly, the evaluation of an overall description
of a larger region may require the coordination of
multiple dense image partitions. A higher value
of k would provide more flexibility in combining
different partitions. However, setting k too high
may lead to interference from irrelevant partitions.

A.3.2 Experiments

Baseline settings. We provide the hyperparame-
ter you used in the experiments for baselines. For
greedy search, there is no hyperparameter. For
beam search, we set the number of beams as 5
and the topk as 5. For VCD (Leng et al., 2023),
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Figure 9: More examples illustrating misjudgments in image captioning.

we set α = 1, β = 0.1, and tnoise = 500. For
Opera (Huang et al., 2024), we set the number of
beams as 5, the topk as 5, the scale factor as 50,
the threshold as 15, the number of attention candi-
dates as 5, and the penalty weight as 1. We prompt
all baselines with “Please describe this image in
detail.”
Caption examples. We provide examples of ex-
amples of descriptions generated by our method
on images from the Visual Genome dataset in Fig-
ure 10.
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Figure 10: Comparison of image captioning results using different models and decoding methods: LLAVA-1.5 with
Greedy and Beam Search, MiniGPT-4 with Greedy and UnitFact, and mPLUG-Owl2 with Greedy and UnitFact.
The captions illustrate the differences in the models’ abilities to accurately describe the content of the images, with
UnitFact generally providing more detailed and contextually rich descriptions compared to Greedy and Beam Search
strategies.
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