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Abstract

In the field of image captioning, the phenomenon
where missing or nonexistent objects are used to
explain an image is referred to as object bias (or
hallucination). To mitigate this issue, we propose a
target-aware prompting strategy. This method first
extracts object labels and their spatial information
from the image using an object detector. Then,
an attribute predictor further refines the semantic
features of the objects. These refined features are
subsequently integrated and fed into the decoder,
enhancing the model’s understanding of the im-
age context. Experimental results on the COCO
and nocaps datasets demonstrate that OPCap ef-
fectively mitigates hallucination and significantly
improves the quality of generated captions.

1. Introduction
Image captioning has attracted considerable at-

tention in recent years as a cross-modal task. The
goal of image captioning is to automatically gen-
erate descriptive text for a given image. This re-
quires the model not only to understand the visual
content within the image but also to convert this vi-
sual information into fluent and accurate language.
Image captioning has broad application potential in
areas such as assistive technology for the visually
impaired, image search engine optimization, smart
album management, and social media content anal-
ysis.

Despite significant progress in image caption-
ing, several challenges remain, with one of the most

Figure 1. Examples of hallucination

objects: cat, tie

With hallucination: a
close up of a person
wearing a tie.

Without hallucination:
a close up of a cat wear-
ing a tie

objects: bicycle

With hallucination: a
group of people sitting
on a street.

Without hallucination:
a bicycle parked on a
bench in front of a build-
ing.

prominent being object hallucination [1]. As shown
in Figure 1, objects irrelevant to the image appear
in the description. Such a phenomenon not only
affects the accuracy of the captions but also risks
conveying misleading information. Most exist-
ing methods rely on deep learning-based encoder-
decoder architectures, which map image features
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to textual descriptions through end-to-end training
[2–5]. However, these approaches often fail to fully
consider the presence or absence of specific objects
in the image, making them prone to object halluci-
nation.

In addition, many advanced image captioning
methods rely on large-scale image-text datasets
for incremental pretraining or use additional pre-
trained language models to initialize and fine-tune
the caption generation decoder. While these ap-
proaches can improve model performance, they
also incur significant resource costs, including
computational resources and time. For resource-
constrained environments or applications, such
methods may be impractical, limiting their poten-
tial for widespread use.

In light of the challenges mentioned above, our
primary goal is to explore a simple and effective
method for generating accurate and high-quality
image captions without relying on additional pre-
trained language models or large-scale datasets. To
achieve this, we propose a target-aware prompting
strategy (Object-aware Prompting Captioning, OP-
Cap). This method integrates an object detector and
an attribute predictor to enhance the model’s under-
standing of the image content.

Specifically, OPCap uses a pre-trained object
detector to identify key object labels and their spa-
tial information from the image. It then extracts the
corresponding image regions based on the spatial
information and feeds them into the attribute pre-
dictor to obtain the object’s attributes. These object
labels and attributes are combined with the features
extracted by the image encoder and passed to the
decoder. This approach enables the model to better
focus on the actual objects in the image during cap-
tion generation, effectively reducing the occurrence
of object bias.

We conducted experiments and ablation studies
on two widely used datasets, COCO and nocaps.
Our main contributions are as follows:

• We propose an object-aware prompting
method that can be applied to any image
captioning model.

• Our method is resource-efficient and suit-

able for resource-constrained scenarios, with-
out requiring additional pre-trained models or
large-scale datasets.

• Experimental results show that OPCap signif-
icantly reduces object hallucination and im-
proves the overall quality of generated cap-
tions.

2. Related Work

2.1. Image captioning models

Image captioning models are typically com-
posed of an image encoder and a text decoder, cor-
responding to the visual and textual modalities, re-
spectively. The image encoder extracts visual fea-
tures, while the text decoder generates captions
based on these features. Researchers have con-
tinually improved these components. Early work
[6] employed convolutional neural network (CNN)
as image encoders and long short-term memory
network (LSTM [7]) as text decoders. However,
LSTMs often struggle with capturing long-range
dependencies due to issues like vanishing or ex-
ploding gradients, limiting their ability to retain
long-term historical information. To address this,
attention mechanisms were introduced into LSTMs
[8], enabling the model to focus on different re-
gions of an image and produce more accurate cap-
tions.

With the success of Transformer ( [9]) models
in natural language processing (NLP), many im-
age captioning models have adopted Transformer-
based architectures [10–12]. These models lever-
age attention mechanisms to process image and
text data simultaneously, significantly improving
the performance of caption generation.

2.2. Hallucnation in models

Hallucination issues often stem from insufficient
understanding of image content by the model or bi-
ases in the training data. For instance, the model
may overly rely on language priors, generating de-
scriptions of common objects that are irrelevant to
the actual image. In Figure 1, an image of a cat
wearing a tie is mistakenly described as a person



wearing a tie. This occurs because in the training
data, the combination of ”person” and ”tie” is more
frequent than ”cat” and ”tie,” leading the model to
generate descriptions related to people. Further-
more, the lack of fine-grained alignment between
visual and textual representations exacerbates hal-
lucination, resulting in captions that are semanti-
cally plausible but actually incorrect in terms of the
image content.

Research by Anna Rohrbach et al. [13] suggests
that models achieving higher scores on image cap-
tion evaluation metrics do not necessarily exhibit
lower hallucination rates. For instance, Steven et
al. [14] trained model with self-critical loss, which
improve these metrics, may inadvertently lead to
an increase in hallucinations. Furthermore, they
note that current evaluation metrics primarily mea-
sure the similarity between generated captions and
ground truth, but fail to account for the relevance
of the captions to the actual image. To address
this limitation, they introduce two new metrics,
CHAIRs and CHAIRi, which evaluate the degree
of object mislabeling in captions.

2.3. Hallucination reduction methods

Ali Furkan Biten et al. [15] proposed a method
that incorporates object labels as input along with
data augmentation. In this approach, an object de-
tector identifies objects in the image, and the de-
tected object labels, after embedding, are concate-
nated with the features extracted by an image en-
coder. This combined input is then used for fur-
ther processing. The data augmentation is achieved
by utilizing an object co-occurrence matrix to aid
decision-making, replacing objects in the ground
truth, reflecting a regularization strategy.

Lei WANG et al. [16] introduced the ReCaption
framework, which leverages ChatGPT to rewrite
captions and fine-tunes LVLMs to mitigate fine-
grained hallucinations. The framework operates in
two stages. The first stage focuses on keyword ex-
traction, aiming to retain essential descriptive in-
formation that is closely tied to the specific image.
The second stage generates new captions based on
the extracted keywords from the first stage. This
method improves the implicit fine-grained align-

ment between the input image and the generated
caption, which helps reduce fine-grained object
hallucinations and enhances the overall quality of
the caption.

Compared to these methods, the proposed OP-
Cap does not rely on external language models
like ChatGPT, thereby avoiding potential noise
and computational overhead. Additionally, OPCap
combines object detection with attribute prediction
to explicitly model the relationships between ob-
jects and their attributes, providing a more fine-
grained understanding of the image content. This is
crucial for reducing both coarse-grained and fine-
grained hallucinations. Moreover, both the object
detector and attribute extractor are trained or fine-
tuned on the COCO dataset, making efficient use of
the dataset’s resources.

3. Method
We propose a new strategy called OPCap, which

aims to reduce hallucinations in image caption-
ing by explicitly incorporating object-level infor-
mation. As shown in Figure 2, the method mainly
includes four steps: image encoding, object detec-
tion, attribute prediction and decoding. By inte-
grating detected objects and their attributes into the
caption generation process, OPCap enhances the
model’s understanding of the image context with-
out relying on external language models.

3.1. Object-aware Prompting

A common issue in datasets is the imbalance in
the number of images across different object cate-
gories. For instance, in the Flickr30K dataset, sam-
ples containing people are approximately 10 times
more frequent than those without people. This im-
balance may cause the model to overfit to frequent
categories while struggling to recognize and de-
scribe rare categories effectively. To address this
issue, an object detector can be introduced as an
auxiliary tool to provide more accurate object in-
formation.

Object detection is a classic task in computer vi-
sion, and leveraging pretrained models can signifi-
cantly improve efficiency. To mitigate the compu-
tational burden of the object-aware prompting mod-



Figure 2. OPCap Architecture: The architecture consists of three modules, including the image encoder, object detector
+ attribute predictor, and text decoder.

ule, we employ yolos-tiny [17] as the object detec-
tion model. After passing the image through the
object detector, we obtain the labels and positions
of the objects within the image. These object re-
gions are then cropped and used as input for the
attribute predictor.

To further refine the object information, we
introduce an attribute predictor, which takes the
cropped image regions as input and predicts de-
tailed attributes such as color, shape, and state.

Attribute prediction is a multi-label classifica-
tion task. For this, we built a classification model
based on the VAW [18] dataset. Specifically, we
employed CLIP [19] as the image encoder and in-
tegrated it with a multilayer perceptron (MLP) clas-
sifier.

During prediction, we select the top-k attributes
after applying sigmoid activation. The generated
labels are then concatenated into a custom token
sequence. For example, in the image shown in
Figure 2, with k = 2, the corresponding token
sequence is:
[OBJ] person [ATTR] gray [ATTR]
swinging
[OBJ] sports ball [ATTR] small

[ATTR] rounded
After embedding, the token sequence is com-

bined with the image features and passed as input
to the decoder.

3.2. Caption Generation and Training

In the model, the image is separately fed into the
image encoder and the object detector. The image
encoder outputs m feature vectors, while the ob-
ject detector generates a list containing o objects.
The attribute predictor then predicts k attributes for
each object. To differentiate these pieces of infor-
mation, we use custom special tokens to separate
the object-related information. Finally, through the
embedding layer, this information is mapped into
2× (o+ k) feature vectors.

xi
1, ..., x

i
m = ImageEncoder(Ii) (1)

objsi, boxesi = ObjectDetector(Ii) (2)

attrsi = AttributePredictor(objsi, boxesi) (3)

ei1, ..., e
i
2×(o+k) = Embedding(objsi, attrsi) (4)

Here, Ii represents the i-th sample, while objsi and
boxesi refer to the object labels and their corre-



sponding bounding boxes, respectively. attrsi rep-
resents the attributes associated with each object.
Both xi and ei are mapped to the same feature di-
mension, dmodel, ensuring they share the same em-
bedding space. Subsequently, these two features
are concatenated as:

Zi = xi
1, .., x

i
m, ei1, ..., e

i
2×(o+k) (5)

The caption generation process is autoregres-
sive. Since LSTM has difficulty handling the joint
features of both image and object information, we
use a Transformer in the decoder. To prevent the
model from overly relying on linguistic priors and
to improve its robustness, we first apply random
dropout to the tokens in the caption before feed-
ing the embedded caption into the causal attention
layer. Let Ci denote the processed input caption,
Zi be the key and value for the Transformer, and
Ci be the query. The output of the Transformer is
then passed through an MLP classifier to complete
the decoding process:

Output = MLP(Transformer(Ci, Zi)) (6)

We use LM as the training loss and the objective
function is:

LLM(θ) = −
T∑

t=1

logP (wi|w<t, I; θ) (7)

where θ denotes the model parameters, T is the
length of the caption, wt is the t-th word in the
caption, w<t represents all words before the t-th
word, I is the input image, and P (wt|w<t, I; θ) is
the probability of generating the word wt given the
image I , the preceding words w<t, and the model
parameters θ.

4. Experiments
4.1. Dataset, Evaluation Metrics and Base-

lines

Dataset: We use the widely adopted image
caption dataset MSCOCO [20], utilizing the latest
2017 version available on the official website. The
dataset consists of 118,287 images, with 118,287

images designated for training and 5,000 images set
aside for validation and testing.

Evualation Metrics: To evaluate the quality of
the generated image captions, we use standard au-
tomatic evaluation metrics, including CIDEr [21],
BLEU [22], METEOR [23], and SPICE [24]. Ad-
ditionally, to assess improvements in mitigating
hallucination, we employ the hallucination metrics
CHAIRs and CHAIRi [13], which evaluate hallu-
cinations at the sentence and object levels, respec-
tively.

Baselines: Most image captioning models adopt
an Encoder-Decoder architecture, with key differ-
ences between models lying in the design of the
image encoder, text decoder, and multimodal fu-
sion module. In our experiments, we selected the
following models based on different technical ap-
proaches for comparison:

• UpDown model [25]: Generates captions us-
ing the Bottom-Up and Top-Down attention
mechanisms, with Faster R-CNN extracting
salient region features and LSTM generating
the captions.

• AoA model [26]: Introduces a dual-attention
mechanism, adding a second attention mod-
ule on top of the first to refine the attention
weights and capture the relationship between
image and text more precisely.

• ViTGPT2: Uses ViT to extract global image
features and leverages the powerful generative
capabilities of GPT-2 to produce high-quality
captions.

• CLIP-based models [27]: Combine Trans-
former as a decoder, enabling better alignment
between the image and text semantic spaces,
resulting in more accurate captions.

4.2. Qualitative Analysis

As shown in Table 1, we randomly selected
5 samples from the COCO dataset to compare
the performance of different models. The re-
sults demonstrate that models using our proposed



Table 1. Comparison of different model outputs. The ”+OP” notation indicates models that incorporate our proposed
object-aware prompting method.

EffNet a close up of a
person in a room.

a group of people on
top of a beach.

a bedroom with a
bed and a bed.

a group of people
flying kites on a
beach.

there is a picture of a
man in the air

EffNet+OP a close up of a vase
on a table

a plane is flying over
a sandy beach.

a cat laying on a
floor next to a pair of
shoes.

a group of people
flying kites in the
sky.

a black and white
photo of a bed in a
room.

CLIP-base a white and blue vase
sitting on a counter.

a man flying through
the air while riding a
motorcycle.

a close up of a
person playing with
shoes

a group of people
flying kites on a
beach.

a black and white
photo of a person
holding an umbrella.

CLIP-base+OP a statue of a woman
in a kitchen.

a large air plane
flying in the air on a
mountain.

a black and white cat
playing with a pair
of shoes.

a bunch of kites
flying over a beach.

a black and white
photo of an umbrella
on a bench.

CLIP-large a statue of a woman
in a restaurant.

a plane flying in the
sky over a field.

a cat standing next to
a pair of sneakers.

a group of people on
a beach flying kites.

a black and white
photo of an umbrella
on a sidewalk.

CLIP-large+OP a statue of a statue
on a counter.

a plane flying over
an airplane in a
desert.

a cat looking at a
pair of sneakers.

a group of people
standing on top of a
sandy beach.

an umbrella sitting
on top of a floor.

OPCap method generate image captions with im-
proved detail capture and semantic accuracy, while
also alleviating hallucination issues.

However, we also identified some limitations.
Specifically, the effectiveness of the target-aware
prompt strategy is partially dependent on the per-
formance of the object detector. For instance, in
the fourth image, the object detector failed to detect
the crowd, resulting in omissions in the generated
caption.

Moreover, during training, we froze the parame-
ters of the image encoder entirely, and different im-
age encoders significantly affect the generated cap-
tions. Overall, this variation is positively correlated
with the complexity of the image encoder.

4.3. Quantitative analysis

Traditional Image Caption Metrics: We con-
ducted evaluations on the nocaps [28] and COCO
datasets. The nocaps dataset is designed to assess
the generalization ability of image caption mod-
els to unseen categories and concepts. It consists
of three main subsets: in-domain, near-domain,
and out-of-domain, which progressively test the
model’s ability to describe images involving new
categories. Additionally, we performed evaluations
on the COCO dataset, which is a widely used image
caption dataset containing images from a variety of
categories. It is commonly employed to train and
assess the diversity and accuracy of image caption
models.

As shown in Table 2a and 2b, when using a
relatively weak pre-trained image encoder, mod-
els with target-aware prompts generally exhibit im-



Table 2. The evaluation results of different models on traditional image caption metrics for the COCO and NoCaps
datasets. The ”+OP” notation indicates models that incorporate our proposed object-aware prompting method.

(a) Evaluation results on nocaps. R : ROUGE-L metric, C : CIDEr, S : SPICE.

In-domain Near-domain Out-of-domain
Model R ↑ C ↑ S ↑ R C S R C S
EffNet 41.89 29.25 5.5 40.11 20.94 4.37 37.37 9.91 2.66
EffNet+OP 43.02 37.62 7.09 41.8 29.56 5.81 37.73 13.53 3.47
ViTGPT2 51.51 65.92 10.67 51.63 63.38 10.48 45.43 43.1 8.17
CLIP-base 54.13 71.97 11.07 52.37 64.34 10.07 44.71 44.33 7.39
CLIP-base+OP 53.28 72.05 11.14 51.69 64.28 10.18 44.99 44.47 7.74
CLIP-large 54.46 74.65 11.59 53.35 71.39 10.76 46.7 57.14 8.67
CLIP-large+OP 53.68 75.56 11.27 52.97 70.57 10.68 44.2 47.02 8.21

(b) Evaluation results on COCO

Model Bleu-4 ↑ METEOR ↑ ROUGE-L ↑ CIDEr ↑ SPICE ↑ CHAIRs ↓ CHAIRi ↓
EffNet 20.73 18.13 44.74 55.95 11.21 40.84 33.04
EffNet+OP 22.64 20.76 46.72 68.09 13.65 32.78 26.04
ViTGPT2 33.23 27.09 55.15 108.61 20.03 11.04 7.63
AoA 33.7 - 27.4 111.0 20.6 9.1 6.2
UpDown 33.2 - 26.9 108.4 20.0 10.1 6.9
CLIP-base 34.12 26.72 55.27 107.65 19.65 11.1 8.21
CLIP-base+OP 34.04 26.74 55.19 107.72 19.57 10.16 7.33
CLIP-large 36.64 28.21 56.93 117.39 21.12 6.34 4.47
CLIP-large+OP 35.96 27.47 56.52 115.59 20.8 5.8 4.27

provements across traditional evaluation metrics.
In contrast, models based on CLIP show the op-
posite trend. This could be because the image
encoder in CLIP already captures relevant infor-
mation about the target and its attributes in the
extracted features. On the hallucination evalua-
tion metrics, CHAIRi and CHAIRs, models using
target-aware prompts also show varying degrees of
improvement. This aligns with the findings in [],
suggesting that models performing well on tradi-
tional metrics do not necessarily achieve the same
results in hallucination evaluations.

CLIP-based Metric: CLIP, proposed by Ope-
nAI, is a multimodal model trained on a large num-
ber of image-text pairs using contrastive learning.
It maps images and texts into a shared embed-
ding space, demonstrating strong cross-modal un-
derstanding capabilities. In [29], the authors eval-

Table 3. CLIP Vote Results

Model Vote ↑ Param (M)

CLIP-base+OP 1391 56.51
CLIP-base 1218 56.51
CLIP-large+OP 1093 103.63
CLIP-large 1250 103.63
EffNet+OP 330 235.6
EffNet 163 235.6
ViTGPT2 739 239.20

uate which of two descriptions (original and gener-
ated) is preferred for a given image. Inspired by this
approach, we used CLIP to compute the similar-
ity between an image and descriptions generated by
different models. The model with the highest sim-



ilarity score for a given image receives one point
(if multiple descriptions have the same similarity
score, they all receive points), resembling a voting
process, which we term as CLIP Vote.

Traditional metrics typically focus on the sim-
ilarity between the generated caption and the ref-
erence caption. However, they somewhat over-
look whether the caption accurately and compre-
hensively captures the content of the image. On
the other hand, CLIP Vote, as a no-reference met-
ric, helps address this issue to some extent. As
shown in Table 3, we randomly selected 5000 im-
ages from the COCO dataset for testing. Surpris-
ingly, the base version of CLIP received the highest
number of votes, while models incorporating the
OPCap method consistently received more votes.

5. Conclusion

We observed that image caption models tend to
produce inaccurate descriptions or hallucinations
when handling uncommon images. We hypothe-
size that this issue is not solely due to the limi-
tations of the dataset. In response, we improved
the model architecture by proposing an embedding
method that combines an object detector and an at-
tribute predictor. This approach fuses image fea-
tures with object information, providing more ef-
fective prompt signals to the text decoder.

To evaluate the effectiveness of the OPCap
method, we conducted several experiments on the
nocaps and COCO datasets. The results demon-
strate that the target-aware strategy and the fusion
module significantly enhance model performance,
validating the improvements introduced by the OP-
Cap method.
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