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Abstract. Change captioning aims to succinctly describe the seman-
tic change between a pair of similar images, while being immune to
distractors (illumination and viewpoint changes). Under these distrac-
tors, unchanged objects often appear pseudo changes about location
and scale, and certain objects might overlap others, resulting in per-
turbational and discrimination-degraded features between two images.
However, most existing methods directly capture the difference between
them, which risk obtaining error-prone difference features. In this pa-
per, we propose a distractors-immune representation learning network
that correlates the corresponding channels of two image representations
and decorrelates different ones in a self-supervised manner, thus attain-
ing a pair of stable image representations under distractors. Then, the
model can better interact them to capture the reliable difference fea-
tures for caption generation. To yield words based on the most related
difference features, we further design a cross-modal contrastive regular-
ization, which regularizes the cross-modal alignment by maximizing the
contrastive alignment between the attended difference features and gen-
erated words. Extensive experiments show that our method outperforms
the state-of-the-art methods on four public datasets. The code is avail-
able at https://github.com/tuyunbin/DIRL.

Keywords: Change Captioning · Distractors-Immune Representation
Learning · Cross-modal Contrastive Regularization

1 Introduction

Recently, researchers have witnessed the great success toward vision-language
understanding and generation [22, 31, 44, 45]. As an emerging task, change cap-
tioning [28,37,47] is to describe what has semantically changed between two simi-
lar images in natural language (Fig. 1 (a)-(d)). This task has a wide range of prac-
tical applications, such as generating reports for surveillance area changes [10]
⋆ Corresponding authors
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<Before> <After>

(a)

people are further away

the metallic yellow block became green

(c)

no change was made

(d)

(b)

remove lady

<Before> <After>

<Before> <After> <Before> <After>

Fig. 1: The examples of change captioning under different scenarios. The first and
second cases show that object moving and dropping, respectively. The third one shows
the color change under distractors (viewpoint and illumination changes), where the real
change is overwhelmed by pseudo changes. The last one shows with only distractors.
Changed objects are shown in red boxes.

and pathological changes between medical images [18], as well as providing
visually-impaired users with the explanations of image editing effects [30].

This task also poses a formidable challenge: models should be powerful enough
to not only understand the contents of two images, but also describe the seman-
tic change between them, while being immune to distractors (viewpoint and
illumination changes). In a dynamic environment, two images of the same scene
are usually obtained in the presence of distractors. In this situation, unchanged
objects between two images often appear obviously pseudo changes about the
scale and location (Fig. 1 (c) (d)), where the features of same objects within
the image pair might be perturbational. Especially, as a viewpoint drastically
changes, certain objects might partially overlap the others, e.g., the brown ball
is partially occluded by the red block in the “after” image of Fig. 1 (d). Ac-
cordingly, the feature discrimination might be weakened under this viewpoint.
In short, there are perturbational and discrimination-degraded features between
two image representations under distractors.

Most previous methods directly subtract between such two image represen-
tations [9,25,29,39] or compute their feature similarity [26,27,46,48], which risk
capturing error-prone difference features in between. The latest works SCORER
[36] and SMART [35] overcome the distractors by implementing contrastive
learning between similar/dissimilar image pairs. By maximizing the alignment
of similar ones, both methods make the features of unchanged objects non-
perturbational under distractors. However, both methods disregard the feature
discrimination-degraded problem, leaving the influence of distractors upon a pair
of image representations remained.

In this paper, we propose a Distractors-Immune Representation Learning
(DIRL) network to attain a pair of stable image representations that are non-
perturbational and discriminative under distractors, for robust change caption-
ing. Concretely, given two raw image representations, DIRL first computes a
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channel correlation matrix between them. Next, DIRL implements cross-channel
decorrelation to optimize this matrix to be close to the identity matrix, i.e.,
making the corresponding channels of two image representations have similar
semantics, while enforcing different channels to be independent. In this self-
supervised fashion, DIRL not only alleviates feature perturbation between two
images, but also enhances feature discrimination for each image. As such, the
model can sufficiently interact the two stable image representations to infer their
reliable difference features, which are then translated into a linguistic sentence
via a transformer decoder.

During sentence generation, as the changed object typically occurs in a lo-
cal region with weak feature, traditional attention mechanisms used in main-
stream methods [14,26,32] may lead to less satisfactory cross-modal alignment.
To facilitate correct alignment, we further design a Cross-modal Contrastive
Regularization (CCR), which is built upon the cross-attention module of trans-
former decoder. When the cross-attention module yields the attended difference
features, CCR further regularizes them by maximizing the contrastive alignment
between them and generated words, which helps the decoder generate the change
caption based on the most related difference features.

Our key contributions are: (1) We propose the novel DIRL network to
learn a pair of stable image representations under distractors by correlating
their corresponding channels and decorrelating different channels. Based on the
two distractors-immune representations, the model is able to learn the robust
difference features between them for caption generation. (2) We design the CCR
to regularize the cross-modal alignment by maximizing the contrastive alignment
between the features of attended difference and generated words. This helps
the decoder generate words based on the most related difference features. (3)
Our method performs favourably against state-of-the-art methods on four public
datasets with different change scenarios.

2 Related Work

Change captioning is a new task in the vision-and-language area [4, 6, 12, 17,
33,40]. The pioneer work [13] releases the dataset about changes in surveillance
scenarios with potential illumination changes. Afterwards, Tan et al. [30] collect
a dataset about image editing scenes. Both works [14, 25] develop two datasets
for simulating distractors (viewpoint and illumination changes), where the un-
changed objects’ scale and location would illustrate obviously pseudo changes.

To learn the difference features under distractors, prior works [9, 21, 25] di-
rectly subtract between two image representations, which are hard to generalize
to unaligned image pairs. SGCC [19] introduces 3D information of object depths
to overcome viewpoint changes. Recent works [14,27,32,48] first measure the fea-
ture similarity to summarize the shared features and then remove them to obtain
difference features. On the other hand, the works [7,26,46] correlate the similar
features of two images to implicitly deduce the difference features. However, the
above methods do not well address the influence of distractors upon image rep-
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Fig. 2: The framework of our method, where the core blocks are distractors-immune
representation learning network and cross-modal contrastive regularization.
FC and Concat are short for the fully-connect layer and concatenation operation.

resentations. The latest works SCORER [36] and SMART [35] try contrastive
learning between similar/dissimilar image pairs, which model the alignment be-
tween similar ones to handle distractors. There are two differences between both
works and our DIRL. First, SCORER and SMART capture relations between
all paired/unpaired images in a batch, whereas DIRL computes the correlation
between the feature channels of each image pair. Second, SCORER and SMART
only make the features between two images non-perturbational under distrac-
tors, while DIRL additionally considers enhancing feature discrimination for each
image to better recognize semantic changes.

During caption generation, since the changed object typically appears in a
local region with weak feature, it is difficult to learn reliable alignment via cur-
rent attention modules in prevalent methods. To address this issue, SMART [35]
employs part-of-speech to guide the decoder to dynamically use visual infor-
mation. These works [9, 14, 36] propose a cycle consistence module to enforce
correct cross-modal alignment. The other works [3, 7, 46] design a pre-training
and fine-tuning strategy to strengthen the alignment. In this paper, we regular-
ize cross-modal alignment by proposing CCR, which maximizes the contrastive
alignment between the generated words and attended difference features. We
find that two works in single-image captioning [6,45] tried the similar idea. Both
works model the coarse-grained cross-modal contrastive regularization between
the input image and generated caption. Instead, our CCR reuses the attended dif-
ference features; establishes the fine-grained contrastive regularization between
them and generated words during decoding. In this way, the model can use the
most relevant difference features to predict next words.

3 Methodology

As shown in Fig. 2, the overall framework of our method includes following
parts. First, a pre-trained CNN model extracts the raw representations of an
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image pair, which are then transformed into a low-dimensional space. Next,
the two image representations are fed into the proposed DIRL to make them
non-perturbational and discriminative under distractors. Subsequently, a cross-
attention module interacts the two stable representations to mine the shared
features, which are removed to learn the difference features for decoding into a
sentence. During sentence generation, the designed CCR regularizes the cross-
modal alignment, so as to help the decoder generate the sentence based on the
most related difference features.

3.1 Image Pair Feature Extraction

Given a pair of images “before” Ibef and “after” Iaft, we first use a pre-trained
CNN to extract their feature representations. They are denoted as Fbef and
Faft, where Fo ∈ RC×H×W . C, H, W indicate the number of channels, height,
and width. Then, we project them into a low-dimensional space of RD by a
2D-convolution:

F̃o = conv2(Fo) + pos(Fo), (1)

where o ∈ (bef, aft). pos is the learnable position encoding function.

3.2 Distractors-immune Representation Learning

After obtaining the two position-embedded image representations, we propose
a DIRL network to make them non-perturbational and discriminative under
distractors in a self-supervised manner. Concretely, we first project F̃bef and
F̃aft into a common embedding space with shared parameters:

Ỹo = MLP
(
F̃o

)
, o ∈ (bef, aft), (2)

where MLP is a two-layer multi-layer perceptron with the ReLU activation func-
tion in between. Then, we compute a channel correlation matrix between Ỹbef

and Ỹaft along the batch dimension:

Cij =
∑

b ỹ
bef
b,i ỹ

aft
b,j√∑

b

(
ỹbefb,i

)2
√∑

b

(
ỹaftb,j

)2
, (3)

where b indexes batch samples and i, j index the channel dimension of features.
C ∈ RD×D is a channel correlation matrix. Inspired by the recent self-supervised
learning methods [43,49], we perform cross-channel decorrelation to enforce this
matrix to be close to the identity matrix, which is implemented by using the
ℓ2-norm minimization:

Ldirl =
∑
i

(1− Cii)2 + α
∑
i

∑
j ̸=i

C2
ij . (4)

The first term equates the diagonal of C to one, i.e., the corresponding channels
of two image representations will be correlated and thus have similar semantics
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under distractors. The second term equates the off diagonal of C to zero, i.e.,
the different channels will be decorrelated. This enhances the discrimination of
each image representation. α is a trade-off parameter to balance the importance
between two terms, which is discussed in the supplementary material.

3.3 Difference Representation Learning

The difference features are modeled based on the two distractors-immune image
representations. As shown in Fig. 1, most objects are identical between two
images. Hence, it is natural to extract their shared features to infer the difference
features. For a powerful model, it should capture all potential changes w.r.t. both
images. To this end, we first learn the difference features for each image and then
combine them to construct the difference features between two images.

Specifically, we first compute the shared features on each image by the multi-
head cross-attention (MHCA) mechanism [41]:

F̃ s
bef = MHCA

(
F̃bef , F̃aft, F̃aft

)
,

F̃ s
aft = MHCA

(
F̃aft, F̃bef , F̃bef

)
.

(5)

Subsequently, we subtract each from the corresponding image representation to
compute the difference features on each image, respectively:

F̃ d
bef = F̃bef − F̃ s

bef ,

F̃ d
aft = F̃aft − F̃ s

aft.
(6)

Both F̃ d
bef and F̃ d

aft are then concatenated as the omni-representation of differ-
ence features between two images, which is implemented by a fully-connected
layer with the ReLU activation function:

F̃d = ReLU
([

F̃ d
bef ; F̃

d
aft

]
Wc + bc

)
, (7)

where [;] is a concatenation operation.

3.4 Caption Generation

After learning F̃d ∈ RHW×D, we use a standard transformer decoder [41] to
translate it into a sentence. First, we obtain the embedding features of m words
(ground-truth words during training, predicted words during inference). Then,
we use the multi-head self-attention (MHSA) layer to model relationships among
these word embedding features E[W ] = {E[w1], ..., E[wm]}:

Ê[W ] = MHSA (E[W ], E[W ], E[W ]). (8)

Subsequently, we use the relation-embedded word features Ê[W ] to attend to
the related difference features from F̃d based on the MHCA layer:

V̂ = MHCA (E[Ŵ ], F̃d, F̃d). (9)
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Next, the V̂ ∈ RHW×D is passed to a feed-forward network (FFN) to obtain the
enhanced difference features:

V̂ ′ = LayerNorm(V̂ + FFN(V̂ )). (10)

Finally, the probability distributions of target words are calculated via a single
hidden layer:

W = Softmax
(
V̂ ′Wh + bh

)
, (11)

where Wh ∈ RD×ν and bh ∈ Rν are the learnable parameters. ν is the dimension
of vocabulary size.

3.5 Cross-modal Contrastive Regularization

It is often the case that the changed object appears in a local area with weak
feature, so it is difficult for the cross-attention module to directly align the cap-
tured difference features with word features. To this end, we devise the CCR
to regularize the cross-modal alignment, which reuses the attented difference
features V̂ computed in Eq. (9) and maximizes the contrastive alignment be-
tween them and generated words Ê[W ]. Specifically, we first compute the global
representation for Ê[W ] and V̂ via mean-pooling operation, respectively:

Ẽ[W ] =
1

m
Ê[W ],

Ṽ =
1

HW
V̂ ,

(12)

where m and HW are the length of Ê[W ] and V̂ . Then, given a training batch,
we sample B pairs of global representations of generated words and attended
difference features. For k-th global word representation Ẽ[W ]k, k-th global dif-
ference representation Ṽk is its positive, while the others will be the negatives
in this batch. The similarity between two global representations is computed by
dot-product:

sim
(
Ẽ[W ], Ṽ

)
= Ẽ[W ] · Ṽ ⊤, (13)

Next, we leverage the InfoNCE loss [23] to pull semantically close pairs of Ẽ[W ]k
and Ṽk together and push away non-related pairs:

Lt2v = − 1

B

B∑
k

log
e(sim(Ẽ[W ]k,Ṽk)/τ)∑B
r e(sim(Ẽ[W ]k,Ṽr)/τ)

,

Lv2t = − 1

B

B∑
k

log
e(sim(Ṽk,Ẽ[W ]k)/τ)∑B
r e(sim(Ṽk,Ẽ[W ]r)/τ)

,

Lccr =
1

2
(Lt2v + Lv2t),

(14)

where τ is the temperature hyper-parameter. This loss formulates a self-supervisory
signal to regularize the cross-modal alignment during caption generation, so as
to improve the quality of generated captions.
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3.6 Joint Training

We train the overall architecture end-to-end by maximizing the likelihood of
the observed word sequence. Given the ground-truth words (w∗

1 , . . . , w
∗
m), we

minimize the negative log-likelihood loss:

Lcap(θ) = −
m∑
t=1

log pθ (w
∗
t | w∗

<t) , (15)

where pθ (w
∗
t | w∗

<t) is computed by Eq. (11), and θ are all the learnable param-
eters. In addition, our method is self-supervised by the losses of DIRL and CCR.
Thus, the total loss is defined as:

L = Lcap + λdLdirl + λcLccr, (16)

where λd and λc are the trade-off parameters that are discussed in Sec. 4.6.

4 Experiments

4.1 Datasets and Evaluation Metrics

Spot-the-Diff [13] has 13,192 image pairs from surveillance cameras, where
each image pair includes an underlying illumination change. According to the
official split, we split it into training, validation, and testing with a ratio of 8:1:1.
CLEVR-Change [25] has 79,606 image pairs and 493,735 captions. It contains
five change types, i.e., “Color”, “Texture”, “Add”, “Drop”, and “Move”, as well as
moderate distractors. We use the official split of 67,660 for training, 3,976 for
validation, and 7,970 for testing, respectively.
CLEVR-DC [14] has 48,000 image pairs with the same change types as CLEVR-
Change, but this dataset includes drastic distractors. We use the official split
with 85% for training, 5% for validation, and 10% for testing.
Image Editing Request [30] is comprised of 3,939 image pairs with 5,695
editing instructions. We use the official split with 3,061 image pairs for training,
383 for validation, and 495 for testing, respectively.
Evaluation Metrics: We follow the state-of-the-art methods to use the follow-
ing five metrics for evaluating the quality of generated captions: BLEU-4 [24],
METEOR [2], ROUGE-L [20], CIDEr [42] and SPICE [1]. We compute all the
results by the Microsoft COCO evaluation server [5].

4.2 Implementation Details

For fair-comparison, we follow current SOTA methods to utilize a pre-trained
ResNet-101 [8] to extract the features of a pair of images, with the dimension of
1024 × 14 × 14. We project them into a lower dimension of 512. We set the hidden
size of the model and word embedding size as 512 and 300. Temperature τ in Eq.
(14) is set to 0.5. We train the model to converge with 10K iterations in total.
Adam optimizer [15] is employed to minimize the negative log-likelihood loss
of Eq. (16). During inference, we use the greedy decoding strategy to generate
captions. More details are shown in the supplementary material.
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Table 1: Comparison with SOTA methods on the Spot-the-Diff dataset.

Model BLEU-4 METEOR ROUGE-L CIDEr SPICE

M-VAM [27] (ECCV 2020) 10.1 12.4 31.3 38.1 14.0
DUDA+TIRG [9] (CVPR 2021) 8.1 12.5 29.9 34.5 -
R3Net+SSP [38] (EMNLP 2021) - 13.1 32.6 36.6 18.8

VACC [14] (ICCV 2021) 9.7 12.6 32.1 41.5 -
MCCFormers-D [26] (ICCV 2021) 10.0 12.4 - 43.1 18.3

IFDC [11] (TMM 2022) 8.7 11.7 30.2 37.0 -
I3N-TD [48] (TMM 2023) 10.3 13.0 31.5 42.7 18.6

VARD-Trans [32] (TIP 2023) - 12.5 29.3 30.3 17.3
SCORER+CBR [36] (ICCV 2023) 10.2 13.2 - 38.9 18.4

SMART [35] (TPAMI 2024) - 13.5 31.6 39.4 19.0
DIRL+CCR (Ours) 10.3 13.8 32.8 40.9 19.9

Table 2: Comparison with SOTA methods on the CLEVR-Change dataset.

Model BLEU-4 METEOR ROUGE-L CIDEr SPICE

DUDA [25] (ICCV 2019) 42.9 29.7 - 94.6 19.9
DUDA+TIRG [9] (CVPR 2021) 49.9 34.3 65.4 101.3 27.9

MCCFormers-D [26] (CVPR 2021) 53.3 37.1 70.8 119.1 30.4
R3Net+SSP [38] (EMNLP 2021) 52.7 36.2 69.8 116.6 30.3

IFDC [11] (TMM 2022) 47.2 29.3 63.7 105.4 -
I3N [48] (TMM 2023) 53.1 37.0 70.8 117.0 32.1
NCT [34] (TMM 2023) 53.1 36.5 70.7 118.4 30.9

VARD-Trans [32] (TIP 2023) 53.6 36.7 71.0 119.1 30.5
SCORER+CBR [36] (ICCV 2023) 54.4 37.6 71.7 122.4 31.6

SMART [35] (TPAMI 2024) 54.3 37.4 71.8 123.6 32.0
DIRL+CCR (Ours) 54.6 38.1 71.9 123.6 31.8

4.3 Performance Comparison

Results on the Spot-the-Diff Dataset. This dataset contains image pairs
from surveillance cameras with underlying illumination changes. We compare
DIRL+CCR with the state-of-the-art methods: M-VAM [27], DUDA+TIRG [9],
R3Net+SSP [38], VACC [14], MCCFormers-D [26], IFDC [11], I3N-TD [48],
VARD-Trans [32], SCORER+CBR [36], and SMART [35].

The results are shown in Table 1. Our DIRL+CCR obtains the best results
on most metrics. Compared with the latest works SCORER+CBR and SMART,
DIRL+CCR surpasses them on all metrics, especially with increases of 8.2% and
4.7% on SPICE. As the image pairs on this dataset are from surveillance cameras,
most objects have no good postures, which makes the model difficult to locate
and describe changed objects. In this situation, our DIRL+CCR also achieves
an encouraging performance, which shows its robustness.

Results on the CLEVR-Change Dataset. This dataset contains basic
geometric objects and moderate distractors. We evaluate DIRL+CCR under
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Table 3: Evaluation on CLEVR-Change with varied change categories by METEOR.

METEOR

Model Color Texture Add Drop Move

DUDA [25] (ICCV 2019) 32.8 27.3 33.4 31.4 23.5
DUDA+TIRG [9] (CVPR 2021) 36.1 30.4 37.8 36.7 27.0
R3Net+SSP [38] (EMNLP 2021) 38.9 35.5 38.0 37.5 30.9

IFDC [11] (TMM 2022) 33.1 27.9 36.2 31.4 31.2
I3N [48] (TMM 2023) 39.9 36.7 39.9 38.1 30.6
NCT [34] (TMM 2023) 39.1 36.3 39.0 37.2 30.5

SMART [35] (TPAMI 2024) 40.2 37.8 39.3 38.1 31.5
DIRL+CCR (Ours) 40.7 38.2 40.0 37.9 33.5

Table 4: Comparison with SOTA methods on the CLEVR-DC dataset.

Model BLEU-4 METEOR ROUGE-L CIDEr SPICE

DUDA [25] (ICCV 2019) 40.3 27.1 - 56.7 16.1
M-VAM [27] (ECCV 2020) 40.9 27.1 - 60.1 15.8
VACC [14] (ICCV 2021) 45.0 29.3 - 71.7 17.6
NCT [34] (TMM 2023) 47.5 32.5 65.1 76.9 15.6

VARD-Trans [32] (TIP 2023) 48.3 32.4 - 77.6 15.4
SCORER+CBR [36] (ICCV 2023) 49.4 33.4 66.1 83.7 16.2

DIRL+CCR (Ours) 51.4 32.3 66.3 84.1 16.8

the setting of semantic change & distractors and detailed change categories.
The comparison state-of-the-art methods are: DUDA [25], DUDA+TIRG [9],
R3Net+SSP [38], MCCFormers-D [26], IFDC [11], I3N [48], VARD-Trans [32],
SCORER+CBR [36], and SMART [35].

The results are shown in Table 2-3. In the both tables, our DIRL+CCR
gains the superior results under the setting of semantic change & distractors,
and obtains best results on most change categories. The recent work NCT [34]
is a match-based method under the architecture of transformer, which directly
correlates two image representations to extract the shared features and then
removes them to compute the difference features. We find that DIRL+CCR
outperforms it on all metrics. This comparison validates the effectiveness of per-
forming distractors-immune representation learning before change localization,
and cross-modal alignment regularizing during caption generation.

Results on the CLEVR-DC Dataset. The experiment is conducted on
CLEVR-DC with extreme distractors. We compare with the following state-
of-the-art methods: DUDA [25], M-VAM [27], VACC [14], NCT [34], VARD-
Trans [32], and SCORER+CBR [36]. The results are shown in Table 4.

We note that the overall performance of our DIRL+CCR is better. Specifi-
cally, DIRL+CCR obtains the best results on BLEU-4, ROUGE-L, and CIDEr
metrics, while achieving comparable performance against the state-of-the-art
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Table 5: Comparison with the SOTA methods on Image Editing Request. “*” indicates
that the model is trained by pre-training and fine-tuning strategy.

Model BLEU-4 METEOR ROUGE-L CIDEr

VIXEN-QFormer* [3] (AAAI 2024) 7.9 14.4 33.5 35.4
VIXEN-CLIP* [3] (AAAI 2024) 8.6 15.4 42.5 38.1

DUDA [25] (ICCV 2019) 6.5 12.4 37.3 22.8
Dyn rel-att [30] (ACL 2019) 6.7 12.8 37.5 26.4
BDLSCR [46] (IJIS 2022) 6.9 14.6 38.5 27.7
NCT [34] (TMM 2023) 8.1 15.0 38.8 34.2

VARD-Trans [32] (TIP 2023) 10.0 14.8 39.0 35.7
SCORER+CBR [36] (ICCV 2023) 10.0 15.0 39.6 33.4

SMART [35] (TPAMI 2024) 10.5 15.2 39.1 37.8
DIRL+CCR (Ours) 10.9 15.0 41.0 34.1

methods on the other metrics. Especially, DIRL+CCR obtains relative improve-
ment of 8.2%, 6.4% and 4.0% on BLEU-4 against the recent works NCT, VARD-
Trans and SCORER+CBR, respectively. The results validate the robustness of
our method under the disturbance of drastic distractors.

Results on the Image Editing Request Dataset. To further validate
the generalization, we conduct the experiment on the scenario of image editing.
The comparison methods are DUDA [25], Dynamic rel-att [30], BDLSCR [46],
NCT [34], VARD-Trans [32], SCORER+CBR [36], and SMART [35]. Besides,
we compare our method with the latest work VIXEN [3]. VIXEN is first pre-
trained on a large-scale image editing dataset (which has not been released yet)
and fine-tuned on the Image Editing Request dataset.

The results are shown in Table 5. Compared with the end-to-end training
methods, our DIRL+CCR achieves the best results on two metrics and is on
par with the SOTA methods on other two metrics. Compared with VIXEN, our
DIRL+CCR also achieves a competitive performance. The comparison results
validate the effectiveness and generalization of our method.

Performance Analysis. In brief, compared to the state-of-the-art methods,
our method achieves superior results in different scenarios. This benefits from
that 1) DIRL can make the paired image representations non-perturbational and
discriminative under distractors. This helps learn robust difference features for
caption generation. 2) CCR regularizes the cross-modal alignment by maximizing
the contrastive alignment between the features of generated words and attended
difference, thus helping improve the quality of yielded captions.

4.4 Ablation Study

Ablation study of each module. To figure out the contribution of the pro-
posed DIRL and CCR, we conduct the ablation study on the CLEVR-DC dataset
(with extreme distractors). The baseline model is a vanilla Transformer. It di-
rectly interacts two image representations to extract share features, which are
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Table 6: Ablation study about DIRL and CCR on the CLEVR-DC dataset.

Ablation DIRL CCR BLEU-4 ROUGE-L CIDEr SPICE

Transformer × × 48.9 65.6 79.6 15.7
Transformer ✓ × 50.5 65.8 81.8 16.2
Transformer × ✓ 49.3 65.5 82.7 16.4
Transformer ✓ ✓ 51.4 66.3 84.1 16.8

Table 7: Ablation study about DIRL on the CLEVR-DC dataset.

Ablation non-perturbation discrimination BLEU-4 ROUGE-L CIDEr SPICE

Transformer × × 48.9 65.6 79.6 15.7
DIRL ✓ × 50.7 65.2 79.3 16.2
DIRL × ✓ 50.1 65.1 79.5 16.2
DIRL ✓ ✓ 50.5 65.8 81.8 16.2

then removed from image representations to attain the difference features for
caption generation. The results shown in Table 6.

When we augment the vanilla Transformer with DIRL, it yields a perfor-
mance boost. This validates DIRL can learn the two image representations that
are non-perturbational and discriminative under the extreme distractors. As
such, the model can better mine the shared features to learn reliable differ-
ence features. Besides, the performance of vanilla Transformer is enhanced by
equipping it with CCR, which verifies that CCR can regularize the cross-modal
alignment. By using both DIRL and CCR, the vanilla Transformer achieves best
performance, in particular with the improvements of 5.7% and 7.0% on CIDEr
and SPICE metrics. This shows that each module not only plays its unique role,
but also supplements each other. In Fig. 3, we visualize the change localization
and captioning results of DIRL+CCR and vanilla Transformer under distractors,
where the unchanged objects appear obviously pseudo changes about scale and
location. The visualization indicates that with the help of DIRL and CCR, the
model can pinpoint and describe the actually changed object.

Ablation study of DIRL. DIRL aims to learn two stable image repre-
sentations from the perspectives of non-perturbation and discrimination, where
the former is achieved by the first term of Eq. (10); the latter is achieved by
the second term. To validate our claim, we conduct the ablative study for non-
perturbation and discrimination, respectively. The results are shown in Table
7. The performance of DIRL with either characteristic does not obtain much
gains against the vanilla Transformer. Our conjecture is that the influence of
distractors is not well solved. By jointly modeling the non-perturbation and dis-
crimination, the performance of DIRL is significantly improved, which shows
that each characteristic is key to handle distractors. That is, only if the model
learns both, can it make the paired image representations stable under distrac-
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<before> <after> change localization

GT: the yellow block became green DIRL+CCR: the yellow block became green Transformer: nothing has changed

change localization

Fig. 3: Visualization of change localization and captioning results of DIRL+CCR and
Transformer. GT is short for ground-truth and changed objects are shown in red boxes.
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Fig. 5: The effects of two trade-off param-
eters of λd and λc on CLEVR-DC.

tors. As such, the model can capture the reliable difference features for caption
generation.

4.5 Measuring Captioning Performance under Distractors

To verify whether our method is immune to distractors, we measure the model’s
captioning performance under varied viewpoint changes. The varied viewpoints
are computed by the IoU of the bounding boxes of the objects of two images,
where the more the camera changes its position, the less the bounding boxes
overlap. That is, lower IoU means higher difficulty. The results are shown in Fig.
4, where the compared models are Subtraction (direct subtraction between two
image representations), vanilla Transformer, DIRL and DIRL+CCR. We find
that the performance of Subtraction is the lowest, showing that direct subtrac-
tion generalizes poorly to distractors. DIRL apparently surpasses Transformer,
validating it does make the representations of image pair immune to distractors.
Further, the performance of DIRL further boosts by augmenting it with CCR,
which demonstrates that CCR plays a role in enhancing cross-modal alignment
and thus improves the captioning quality under distractors.

4.6 Study on the Trade-off Parameters λd and λc

We discuss the effects of two trade-off parameters λd and λc in Eq.(16). Fig.
5 shows the results of DIRL and DIRL+CCR with different λd and λc on the
CLEVR-DC dataset. We first discuss λd. As its value increases or decreases, the
performance of DIRL changes. Based the results, we set λd as 0.03. Then, we
fix λd to discuss λc and set it as 0.05. Similarly, we further discuss λd and λc
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GT: the tiny green ball changed its location

(a) CLEVR-Change: Move

DIRL+CCR: the small green metallic ball 

object in front of the purple cylinder moved

SCORER+CBR: the tiny green metal ball 

in front of the tiny gray metal object is gone

GT: the other brown thing is became yellow

DIRL+CCR: the other brown thing the same 

shape as the blue object became yellow

SCORER+CBR: the other brown object the 

same size as the blue shiny block moved

(b) CLEVR-DC: Color Change

<before> <after> <before> <after> <before> <after>

GT: there are four more people

DIRL+CCR: there are more 

people in the after image

SCORER+CBR: there are two people 

in the after image

(c) Spot-the-Diff: Add

<before> <after>

GT: remove all the text

DIRL+CCR: remove the text

SCORER+ACBR: change the 

background to black

(d) Image Editing Request: Drop

Fig. 6: Qualitative analysis on four datasets. We visualize the ground-truth captions
(GT), generated captions and change localization results of SCORER+CBR [36] and
our DIRL+CCR. The ground-truth changes are shown in red boxes.

on the other three datasets, and set them as 0.5 and 0.3 on the CLEVR-Change
dataset; 0.5 and 0.004 on the Spot-the-Diff dataset; 0.001 and 0.05 on the Image
Editing Request dataset.

4.7 Qualitative Analysis

We conduct qualitative analysis about change localization and caption gener-
ation on the four datasets, as shown in Fig. 6 (a)-(d). The compared method
is SCORER+CBR [36], which first obtains view-invariant representations and
then interacts both to compute the difference features, as well as improving
captioning quality by cross-model backward reasoning. In these examples, the
change localization maps of SCORER+CBR are relatively scattered and can-
not focus on genuine changes. Hence, it fails to generate the correct sentences
to describe these changes. By contrast, our DIRL+CCR successfully recognizes
and captions the changes. This superiority benefits from making two image rep-
resentations non-perturbational and discriminative under distractors. As such,
our method can better pinpoint the actually changed object between them. Dur-
ing caption generation, CCR further regularizes cross-modal alignment, so as to
make the target words generated based on the most related difference features.
More qualitative examples are shown in the supplementary material.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose the DIRL to learn a pair of non-perturbational and
discriminative image representations under distractors, by correlating their cor-
responding channels and decorrelating different channels. As such, the model can
sufficiently mine their shared features to learn the robust difference features for
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caption generation. Further, we design the CCR to regularize the cross-modal
alignment by maximizing the contrastive alignment between the attended differ-
ence features and generated words, which helps improve captioning performance.
Extensive experiments show that our method yields state-of-the-art results on
the four public datasets with different change scenes.
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6 Appendix

6.1 Experiments

Implementation Details For a fair comparison, we follow the state-of-the-
art methods [35, 36] to utilize a pre-trained ResNet-101 [8] model to obtain the
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features of a pair of images, with the dimension of 1024 × 14 × 14. We project
them into a lower dimension of 512. The hidden size of the model and word
embedding size are set to 512 and 300, separately. Temperature τ in Eq. (14) of
main paper is set to 0.5.

In the training phase, the batch sizes and learning rates of our method on
the four datasets are shown in Table 8. We use Adam optimizer [15] to mini-
mize the negative log-likelihood loss of Eq. (16) of main paper. In the inference
phase, we use the greedy decoding strategy to generate captions. Both training
and inference are implemented with PyTorch on an RTX 3090 GPU. The used
training resources on the all datasets are shown in Table 9. We find that our
method does not require much training time and GPU memory, so it can be
easily reproduced by the researchers. To facilitate future research, the code is
publicly available at https://github.com/tuyunbin/DIRL.

Table 8: The training parameters of our method on the four datasets.

batch size learning rate
CLEVR-Change 128 2 × 10−4

CLEVR-DC 128 2 × 10−4

Spot-the-Diff 64 1 × 10−4

Image Editing Request 16 1 × 10−4

Table 9: The used training time and GPU memory on the four datasets.

Training Time GPU Memory
CLEVR-Change 150 minutes 14 GB

CLEVR-DC 90 minutes 8.4 GB
Spot-the-Diff 25 minutes 6.5 GB

Image Editing Request 10 minutes 3.2 GB

Table 10: Effect of trade-off parameter α in DIRL on the CLEVR-DC dataset.

α BLEU-4 METEOR ROUGE-L CIDEr SPICE

0.001 50.6 32.3 65.7 81.8 16.1
0.002 50.4 32.5 65.9 81.2 16.1
0.003 50.5 32.5 65.8 81.8 16.2
0.004 50.4 32.3 65.7 80.5 16.3
0.005 50.1 31.9 65.4 79.7 16.2
0.006 50.5 31.5 64.9 79.8 15.8

https://github.com/tuyunbin/DIRL
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Study on the Trade-off Parameter α In this section, we discuss the effect
of trade-off parameter α in Eq. (4) of main paper. As mentioned in Sec. 3.2
Distractors-Immune Representation Learning, α is a trade-off parameter to bal-
ance the importance between the two terms. The first term equates the diagonal
of C to one, i.e., the corresponding feature channels of two image representa-
tions will be correlated and thus have similar semantics under distractors. The
second term equates the off diagonal of C to zero, i.e., the different channels will
be decorrelated. This enhances the discrimination of each image representation.
Both terms are key to handle the influence of distractors. Since the CLEVR-DC
dataset is with extreme distractors and more challenging, we conduct experiment
on this dataset. In Table 10, we find that the captioning results are close when
setting the value of α from 0.001 to 0.006, and the model’s overall performance
is better under the value of 0.003. This shows that the proposed DIRL is robust.
Empirically, we set the value of α as 0.003 on the four datasets.

Table 11: Ablation of DIRL with/without the MLP on the CLEVR-DC dataset.

Ablation BLEU-4 METEOR ROUGE-L CIDEr SPICE

DIRL w/ MLP 51.4 32.3 66.3 84.1 16.8
DIRL w/o MLP 48.0 32.0 65.2 78.5 15.7

Study on the MLP Function in DIRL In Eq.(1) of the main paper, a
convolution function transforms the features of two images into a low dimension,
and then the trainable position encodings are integrated into the transformed
features along their height and width. Further, the MLP in Eq.(2) projects the
two position-embedded features into a shared embedding space. To study the
effect of the MLP, we carry out the ablation study of DIRL with/without MLP
on the CLEVR-DC dataset, which is show in Table 11. It is noted that DIRL
with MLP is much better than it without MLP, which shows that adding the
MLP helps DIRL learn a pair of distractors-immune representations in terms of
semantics and position.

Comparison between DIRL and Static Methods The proposed DIRL
aims to learn a pair of distractors-immune representations by correlating the
corresponding feature channels and decorrelating different ones. In fact, there
are some simpler static methods such as PCA or ZCA whitening to remove the
degree of correlation. Here, we conduct the experiment to show performance
comparison of cross-channel decorrelation among the transformer-based model
with PCA/ZCA whitening and our DIRL.

The two static methods are used as data preprocessing strategies before
model training, while the proposed DIRL is jointly trained with the model. The
comparison results are shown in Table 12. We can find that the model with DIRL
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Table 12: Performance comparison among Transformer-based model with PCA/ZCA
whitening and our DIRL.

Ablative Variants BLEU-4 ROUGE-L CIDEr SPICE

Transformer 48.9 65.6 79.6 15.7
Transformer w/ PCA whitening 40.6 57.9 22.0 10.0
Transformer w/ ZCA whitening 38.6 57.3 33.3 13.1

Transformer w/ DIRL 50.5 65.8 81.8 16.2

<before> <after>

MCCFormers-D: the tiny yellow 

matte cube that is behind the tiny 

grey shiny block moved

DIRL+CCR: the scene remains 

the same 

(a) CLEVR-Change: Distractors

GT: nothing has changed

<before> <after>

MCCFormers-D: the scene remains the same

DIRL+CCR: the small yellow matte 

cylinder that is behind the large purple shiny 

object is in a different location

(b) CLEVR-Change: Move

GT: the small yellow matte cylinder moved

<before> <after>

MCCFormers-D: the other brown 

object that is the same size as the 

grey matte block changed its location

DIRL+CCR: the other brown object 

that is the same shape as the tiny grey 

rubber object changed to grey

(c) CLEVR-DC: Color Change

GT: the other brown block turned grey

<before> <after>

MCCFormers-D: the other red object 

that is the same size as the red matte 

cylinder changed its location

DIRL+CCR: the other red object that 

is the same size as the grey shiny 

shiny object has been newly placed

(d) CLEVR-DC: Add

GT: the other red object has been added

Fig. 7: Visualization of shared objects matching between two images on the CLEVR-
Change and CLEVR-DC with distractors to varying degrees. For each example, we
visualize matching results by the classic match-based method MCCFormers-D [26] and
the proposed DIRL+CCR. The changed objects are shown in the red boxes. Besides, we
visualize the ground-truth caption (GT), and the generated captions by MCCFormers-
D and our DIRL+CCR. The correct words are in green color, while incorrect words
are in red color.

outperforms the others by a large margin, indicating that joint training strategy
(DIRL) does help the model learn two stable image features under distractors.

Qualitative Analysis In this supplementary material, we will show more qual-
itative examples on the CLEVR-Change, CLEVR-DC, Spot-the-Diff, and Im-
age Editing Request datasets, which are shown in Fig. 7-11. In Fig. 7-8, on
the four datasets, we visualize shared objects matching between two images,
which are yielded by the classic match-based method MCCFormers-D [26] and
the proposed DIRL+CCR. We can find that MCCFormers-D is unable to suf-
ficiently or correctly align the shared objects between two images. By contrast,
the proposed DIRL+CCR can better match the shared objects. These exam-
ples validate that the proposed DIRL can make the representations of image
pair non-perturbational and discriminative under the distractors to varying de-
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<before> <after>

MCCFormers-D: remove the 

contrast

DIRL+CCR: lighten up the whole 

image

(a) IER: Color Change

GT: increase the brightness of 

the image

<before> <after>

MCCFormers-D: remove the dog 

from the picture

DIRL+CCR: remove the people in the 

background

(b) IER: Drop

GT: remove the people in the 

background

<before> <after>

MCCFormers-D: there is a person in 

the bottom left corner of the image

DIRL+CCR: the people on the 

sidewalk are no longer there

(c) Spot-the-Diff: Drop

GT: the people walking across the 

intersection are gone 

<before> <after>

MCCFormers-D: the person waiting is no 

longer there

DIRL+CCR: there is a black car in the 

parking lot in the after image

(d) Spot-the Diff: Add

GT: the picture on the right has a small dark 

vehicle on the far left side

Fig. 8: Visualization of shared objects matching between two images on the Image
Editing Request (IER) and Spot-the-Diff datasets. For each example, we visualize
matching results by the classic match-based method MCCFormers-D [26] and the pro-
posed DIRL+CCR. The changed objects are shown in the red boxes. Besides, we visu-
alize the ground-truth caption (GT), and the generated captions by MCCFormers-D
and our DIRL+CCR. The correct words are in green color, while incorrect words are
in red color.

grees. Based on the two distractors-immune image representations, the model
can better interact and mine their shared features.

To intuitively validate the change localization and caption capabilities of
our method, we visualize the generated captions by DIRL+CCR under different
change types on the four datasets. Meanwhile, we visualize the change localiza-
tion results that are obtained from the cross-attention maps between the dif-
ference features and generated words in the decoding process. These are shown
in Fig. 9-11. When the attention score is higher, the region is brighter. We ob-
serve that the proposed DIRL+CCR can accurately localize and describe the
actually changed objects under different scenarios. This superiority mainly ben-
efits from the facts that 1) DIRL is able to learn two distractors-immune image
representations for matching the shared objects, so as to learn the reliable dif-
ference features for caption generation; 2) CCR is capable of regularizing the
cross-modal alignment by maximizing the contrastive alignment between the
generated words and attended difference features, so as to improve the quality
of yielded captions.

Limitation

Fig. 12 shows a failure case that derives from our DIRL+CCR. This image pair
is from the surveillance cameras and with underlying distractors (illumination
change), where there are three people newly appearing in the “after” image.
DIRL+CCR can accurately localize the region containing the added people and
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describe the change type, which benefit from the proposed DIRL and CCR. How-
ever, we note that the generated sentence wrongly describes the number of added
people. Our conjecture is that under surveillance cameras, the changed objects
are commonly small. Further, the distance of the left two people is very close,
and the color of one man’s coat is similar to the other’s pants. In this situation,
the model risks recognizing two people as one person, so as to generate the in-
correct result. In our opinion, a possible solution is to leverage finer-level visual
modality for the representation of such small objects, e.g., image segmentation
features [16,50].

GT: the scene is the 

same as before

(a) CLEVR-Change: Distractors

DIRL+CCR: the scene is 

the same as before

GT: the large yellow 

block changed to green 

DIRL+CCR: the large yellow 

metallic block became green

(b) CLEVR-Change: Color Change

<before> <after> <before> <after> <before> <after>

GT: the big matte 

sphere has appeared

DIRL+CCR: the large 

grey rubber sphere  has 

been newly added

(c) CLEVR-Change: Add

<before> <after>

GT: the tiny blue 

shiny cube moved

DIRL+CCR: :the small 

blue metallic block 

changed its location

(d) CLEVR-Change: Move

Fig. 9: Four cases from the CLEVR-Change dataset. We visualize the ground-truth
caption (GT), and the captions yielded by our DIRL+CCR. We also visualize its change
localization results. The ground-truth changed objects are shown in red boxes.

GT: no change was made

(a) CLEVR-DC: Distractors

DIRL+CCR: the scene 

remains the same

GT: the small 

cylinder turned red

DIRL+CCR: the other 

tiny object became red

(b) CLEVR-DC: Color Change

<before> <after> <before> <after> <before> <after>

GT: the other green 

cylinder is missing

DIRL+CCR: the other 

green object is gone

(c) CLEVR-DC: Drop

<before> <after>

GT: the other brown 

shiny cube moved

DIRL+CCR: the other 

brown object moved

(d) CLEVR-DC: Move

Fig. 10: Four cases from the CLEVR-DC dataset. We visualize the ground-truth cap-
tion (GT), and the captions yielded by our DIRL+CCR. We also visualize its change
localization results. The ground-truth changed objects are shown in red boxes.
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GT: remove the background 

with all the signatures

(a) IER: Drop

DIRL+CCR: remove the 

background

GT: change in to the sketch 

image

DIRL+CCR: change the 

background to black and white

(b IER: Color Change

<before> <after> <before> <after> <before> <after>

GT: there is also a new 

group of men

DIRL+CCR: there are more 

people in the after image

(c) Spot-the-Diff: Add

<before> <after>

GT: a group of people are 

no longer there

DIRL+CCR: the people 

are no longer there

(d) Spot-the-Diff: Drop

Fig. 11: Four cases from the Image Editing Request (IER) and Spot-the-Diff datasets.
We visualize the ground-truth caption (GT), and the captions yielded by our
DIRL+CCR. We also visualize its change localization results. The ground-truth
changed objects are shown in red boxes.

<before> <after>

GT: there are three people walking together

DIRL+ CCR: there are two people walking 

in the after image

Spot-the-Diff: Add

Change Localization

Fig. 12: The failure case that derives from the proposed DIRL+CCR.
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