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Abstract

Evaluating image captions typically relies on reference cap-
tions, which are costly to obtain and exhibit significant di-
versity and subjectivity. While reference-free evaluation
metrics have been proposed, most focus on cross-modal
evaluation between captions and images. Recent research
has revealed that the modality gap generally exists in the
representation of contrastive learning-based multi-modal
systems, undermining the reliability of cross-modality met-
rics like CLIPScore. In this paper, we propose CAMScore,
a cyclic reference-free automatic evaluation metric for im-
age captioning models. To circumvent the aforementioned
modality gap, CAMScore utilizes a text-to-image model to
generate images from captions and subsequently evaluates
these generated images against the original images. Fur-
thermore, to provide fine-grained information for a more
comprehensive evaluation, we design a three-level evalua-
tion framework for CAMScore that encompasses pixel-level,
semantic-level, and objective-level perspectives. Exten-
sive experiment results across multiple benchmark datasets
show that CAMScore achieves a superior correlation with
human judgments compared to existing reference-based and
reference-free metrics, demonstrating the effectiveness of
the framework.

1. Introduction

High-quality image captions are vital for training a product-
level vision foundation model. As a task to generate de-
scriptive textual captions for given images, image caption-
ing has garnered substantial attention from the research
community in recent years [3, 5, 12, 16, 40]. Furthermore,
establishing an automatic evaluation metric that closely
aligns with human judgment is crucial for advancing image
captioning models effectively. Previous research [13] has
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- A big black dog jumps in the air to catch the tennis ball in his mouth.
- A dog looks at another dog catching a ball in the air.
- Two dogs playing with a tennis ball in the yard .

- A BMX biker riding down a muddy trail wearing protective gear.
- A man in black wearing a helmet on a mountain bike travelling very fast.
- A person wearing a helmet rides a dirty bike on a dirt path in the woods.
- A rider on a dirt bike races through a forest.
- A man rides his dirt bike through the woods.

A cyclist wearing a helmet rides in the mountains.

Human: BLEU4: 4.06e-5 METEOR:0.13 CIDEr:0.0

Caption 1: A man with two black dogs at beach.

Caption 2: A dog with two men at beach.

Caption 3: A dog on the left of two men at beach.  

Reference Caption

Reference Caption

Candidate Caption

Candidate Caption

(a)

(b)

(c)
Caption 1 Caption 2 Caption 3

Human
CLIPScore 32.05 32.70 33.25

!

Figure 1. (a) References fail to capture all information in the im-
age, such as the color and position of the white dog. (b) Caption
aligns with human judgment, but scores low on reference-based
metrics. This discrepancy arises because different caption styles
can lead to misalignment between reference-based metric scores
and human judgments. (c) Modality gap in cross-modality evalu-
ation can lead to confusion of attributes including numeracy and
spatial relationships.

demonstrated that reference-only evaluation metrics corre-
late poorly with human judgments. As Figure 1 (a) shows,
references alone often fail to fully capture the content of an
image, leading to less reliability of reference-only evalua-
tion image captioning metrics. Consequently, several ap-
proaches [18, 23, 39] have been proposed to integrate both
references and images in the evaluation of image captions.

However, the diversity and subjectivity of reference cap-
tions pose significant challenges for evaluating image cap-
tioning performance [24]. Additionally, collecting ref-
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erence captions can be resource-intensive, and even the
availability of multiple human-authored captions per im-
age often proves insufficient for comprehensive assessment
[13, 24]. As illustrated in Figure 1 (b), various caption
styles can lead to misalignment between reference-based
metric scores and human judgments.

To address these limitations, reference-free evaluation
metrics have been proposed, which directly utilize im-
ages instead of reference captions in the evaluation pro-
cess. Nonetheless, previous reference-free evaluation met-
rics predominantly focus on cross-modality evaluation be-
tween captions and images. Recent studies [26, 35] have
revealed that the modality gap generally exists in the rep-
resentation of contrastive learning-based multi-modal sys-
tems, undermining the reliability of cross-modality evalu-
ation metrics like CLIPScore [13]. As shown in Figure 1
(c), CLIPScore, which relies solely on overall similarity,
lacks fine-grained evaluation capabilities and may confuse
attributes including numeracy and spatial relationships.

In this paper, we proposed CAMScore, a cyclic
reference-free automatic evaluation metric for image cap-
tioning models. To circumvent the aforementioned modal-
ity gap, CAMScore utilizes a text-to-image model to gener-
ate images from captions and subsequently evaluates these
generated images against the original images. By perform-
ing evaluations within the same image modality, CAM-
Score enables reference-free evaluation while addressing
the modality gap inherent in existing cross-modality met-
rics, which exploits the cycle consistency across modalities.

Furthermore, to provide fine-grained information for a
more comprehensive evaluation, we design a three-level
evaluation framework for CAMScore. Specifically, this
modular framework encompasses pixel-level, semantic-
level, and objective-level evaluations, offering comprehen-
sive evaluation from three distinct perspectives and thereby
enhancing the robustness and accuracy of the metric.

To verify the effectiveness of CAMScore, we con-
duct extensive experiments across multiple image cap-
tioning benchmarks, aiming to assess the consistency of
the proposed metric with human judgments. Specifi-
cally, we calculate the Kendall correlation coefficient on
Flicker8k-Expert [14], Flicker8k-CF [14] and COMPOS-
ITE [1] datasets, and evaluate the pairwise ranking accuracy
on PASCAL-50S [36] dataset. Our experimental results
demonstrate that CAMScore achieves a superior correla-
tion with human judgments compared to existing reference-
based and reference-free metrics.

In summary, the main contributions of this paper are
three-fold:
• We proposed CAMScore, a novel cyclic reference-free

evaluation metric for image captioning. By leveraging cy-
cle consistency, CAMScore enables reference-free evalu-
ation while addressing the modality gap inherent in exist-

ing cross-modality metrics, thereby facilitating evaluation
within the same image modality.

• We designed a three-level evaluation framework, which
provides a modular framework for fine-grained evaluation
of image captions from the pixel level, semantic level, and
object level perspectives.

• Extensive experiments demonstrate that CAMScore
achieves strong correlation with human judgments across
various benchmarks including Flicker8k-Expert [14],
Flicker8k-CF [14], COMPOSITE [1] and PASCAL-50S
[36] datasets, showing the effectiveness of the proposed
metric.

2. Related Work

2.1. Image captioning evaluation metrics

According to whether involving image and reference
caption, image captioning evaluation metrics can be
roughly divided into three categories: reference-only
evaluation metrics, reference + image evaluation metrics,
and reference-free evaluation metrics.

Reference-only evaluation metrics. This kind of metric
[2, 6, 8, 27, 31, 36, 42, 44, 45] focus solely on comparing
the reference caption with the candidate caption, primarily
relying on n-grams or scene graphs. BLEU [31] calculates
the precision between candidate and reference captions,
ROUGE [27] measures the recall of the longest common
subsequence, and METEOR [6] computes a version of
alignment on unigram-level. CIDEr [36] employs tf-idf
weighting for each n-gram, SPICE [2] compares semantic
propositional content using the predicted scene graph.
BERTSCORE [44] and its improved version [42] leverages
learned embeddings from a pre-trained language model
BERT [8] to represent and measure semantic similarities.

Reference + image evaluation metrics. References alone
cannot fully capture the content of an image, making
reference-only evaluation metrics for image captioning
less reliable. To address this limitation, some approaches
[18, 23, 39] integrate both reference captions and images to
evaluate image captions. TIGEr [18] utilizing text-to-image
grounding results based on a pre-trained SCAN model.
ViLBERTScore [23] generates image-conditioned embed-
dings for each token in candidate and reference captions
using ViLBERT [29]. MID [20] uses CLIP visual-textual
features to compute negative Gaussian cross-mutual infor-
mation, resulting in a more effective evaluation metric.

Reference-free evaluation metrics. In the reference + im-
age evaluation metrics, although the image supplements the
reference for evaluation, these methods remain inapplica-
ble in the absence of reference. Therefore, reference-free
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Figure 2. Overview of our proposed framework.

metrics [13, 17, 24, 25] have been proposed to evaluate
candidate captions without references. UMIC [24] fine-
tunes a pre-trained UNITER [7] via contrastive learning
to compute the score of the caption. CLIPScore [13] re-
lies on the image-text similarity from the CLIP model [32].
Based on CLIPScore, PAC-S[33] further fine-tunes CLIP
with positive-augmented contrastive learning and evalu-
ates captions in the same manner as CLIPScore. In ad-
dition to metrics based on CLIP, there are also methods
based on the large multimodal model (LMM). FLEUR [25]
leverages LMM to introduce explainability into image cap-
tioning evaluation. Previous methods predominantly fo-
cus on cross-modality evaluation between captions and im-
ages, thereby failing to address the inherent modality gap.
Different from previous approaches, we proposed a novel
cyclic evaluation metric, CAMScore, which leverages cycle
consistency to perform evaluations within the same image
modality, thereby circumventing the modality gap.

2.2. Cycle consistency

Our work is influenced by cycle consistency, a method to
bridge one modality or domain to the other. Cycle consis-
tency has been widely applied across various tasks, includ-
ing unpaired image-to-image translation [15, 47], depth es-
timation [10], visual object tracking [38], visual question
answering [34], video-text retrieval [4] and image caption-
ing [11]. Unlike previous approaches that focus primar-
ily on consistency within a single modality or task, our
approach jointly forms a cyclic relationship between two
modalities (text and image), and two tasks (image caption-
ing and text-to-image task). To the best of our knowledge,
cycle consistency between these two tasks has been rarely
addressed in the literature. In this work, we leverage cy-
cle consistency for image captioning evaluation, enabling
the evaluation reference-free and circumventing the modal-
ity gap in existing cross-modality evaluation metrics.

3. Cycle-consistent Evaluation Framework

In this section, we delve into the details of our proposed
cycle-consistent evaluation framework. As illustrated in
Figure 2, CAMScore evaluates image caption models by
employing a frozen text-to-image model to generate images
Igen from the caption. These generated images are then
compared against the original image Iori across three dis-
tinct perspectives. By performing evaluations within the
same image modality, CAMScore enables reference-free
evaluation while addressing the modality gap inherent in ex-
isting cross-modality metrics, which exploits the cycle con-
sistency across modalities.

3.1. Image caption generation module

For a given image, the image captioning model generates a
descriptive text caption Tgen. The process can be formu-
lated as follows:

Tgen = G(Iori), (1)

where G(·) and Tgen denote the image caption model and
the generated caption, respectively.

3.2. Text-to-image generation module

We leverage the pre-trained text-to-image model to generate
new images based on the image caption, transforming the
caption from text modality to image modality. Specifically,
the process of generating the image from the caption can be
formulated as:

Igen = F (Tgen) = F (G(Iori)), (2)

where F denotes the text-to-image model. Our frame-
work evaluates the generated image with the original im-
age through the cyclic evaluation metric, eliminating the
need for reference captions. Moreover, the cycle consis-
tency in our approach is cross-modality, which transforms
captions into images and compares them within the same
image modality to mitigate the impact of the modality gap.

3.3. Cyclic evaluation metric

After we obtain the generated image based on the caption
through the text-to-image model, we evaluate the gener-
ated image against the original image through the cyclic
evaluation metric. Specifically, we elaborate a three-level
evaluation framework D(Iori, Igen) in the following parts:

Pixel level. The pixel-level evaluation directly reflects the
difference between difference between the generated im-
age and the original image. In specific, we calculate the
Lp norm (Minkowski Distance) between the original image
Iori and the generated image Igen by pixel level, as shown



(a) Pixel Level: Compute 𝐿! norm

(b) Semantic Level: Compute feature similarity

(c) Object Level: Compute object matching & spatial

Figure 3. Illustration of our proposed evaluation metrics: (a) Calculate the pixel-by-pixel differences as pixel-level evaluation, (b) Calculate
the similarity between the features of the original image and the generated image as semantic-level evaluation, (c) Detection-based object-
level evaluation, taking into account both object matching and spatial relationship.

in (a) of Figure 3. The calculation process can be formu-
lated as follows:

Lpix =

(∑
i

|Iori[i]− Igen[i]|p
) 1

p

. (3)

Equation (3) enables a quantitative assessment of the pixel-
wise discrepancies between the original and generated
images, thereby providing a fine-grained evaluation within
CAMScore.

Semantic level. To assess the overall semantic information
of an image, we perform semantic-level evaluation utilizing
a pre-trained image encoder as the image feature extraction
module. This encoder takes an image as input to gener-
ate a feature vector that represents the semantic content of
the input image. We then calculate the similarity between
the features of the original image and the generated image.
Specifically, we employ a pre-trained ViT-B16 [32] as an
exemplary model for image feature extraction. The ViT-
B16 model is capable of generating rich and robust image
representations, making it highly effective for various com-
puter vision tasks. As for similarity calculation, we adopt

cosine similarity as the metric:

Lsem =
⟨ϕ(Iori), ϕ(Igen))⟩

∥ϕ(Iori)∥2 · ∥ϕ(Igen)∥2
, (4)

where ϕ(·) denotes the image feature extraction module,
∥·∥2 denotes the Euclidean norm of vectors and ⟨· , ·⟩
denotes the inner product of vectors. This approach enables
a holistic comparison of the semantic content between
images, thereby enhancing the evaluation robustness of
CAMScore.

Object level. While semantic-level evaluation provides a
holistic assessment of an entire image, it lacks the granular-
ity required for detailed analysis. To achieve a more fine-
grained evaluation, we introduce a detection-based object-
level evaluation metric that yields detailed information.
This approach involves applying an object detection model
to both the original and generated images. For each de-
tected object, the detection model outputs its corresponding
bounding box. Utilizing these bounding boxes, we crop the
objects and extract their feature representations fori from
the original image and fgen from the generated image using



the image feature extraction module ϕ(·):

fori = {ϕ(Bi
ori(Iori))}mi=1, fgen = {ϕ(Bj

gen(Igen))}nj=1,
(5)

where {Bi
ori}mi=1 and {Bj

gen}nj=1 denote the sets of m and n
bounding boxes for the original images Iori and generated
images Igen, respectively. Subsequently, we can compute
the object-level similarity matrix between the original and
generated images and derive the corresponding cost matrix:

S[i, j] =
⟨fori[i], fgen[j]⟩

∥fori[i]∥2 · ∥fgen[j]∥2
, (6)

Cost[i, j] = 1− ⟨fori[i], fgen[j]⟩
∥fori[i]∥2 · ∥fgen[j]∥2

. (7)

To penalize discrepancies in object counts between the
original and generated images, when m > n, we pad the
cost matrix to an m × m matrix with elements set to 1
(the maximum cost), thereby imposing a numerical penalty
for missing objects. We model the cost matrix as a classi-
cal assignment problem and employ the Hungarian (Kuhn-
Munkres) algorithm [21, 30] to determine the optimal object
matching and compute the minimum matching cost:

Lobj =min
X

∑
i

∑
j

Cost[i, j]X[i, j]

s.t.

m∑
i=1

X[i, j] = 1, j = 1, 2 . . . n,

n∑
j=1

X[i, j] = 1, i = 1, 2, . . .m,

X[i, j] ∈ {0, 1}.

(8)

However, the matching cost primarily captures the pres-
ence and semantic similarity of objects, while neglect-
ing their spatial information. To address this limitation,
we incorporate a 3D-spatial relationship evaluation for the
matching object pairs. We leverage the object detection
algorithms to obtain 2D positional information and utilize
depth estimation to acquire depth information, thereby en-
abling 3D-spatial relationship evaluation between matched
object pairs. Specifically, for each box B : (x1, y1, x2, y2),
we calculate its relative position by normalizing it with re-
spect to the size of the image and subsequently compute the
Complete-IoU (CIoU) loss [46]. CIoU loss takes into ac-
count the Intersection over Union (IoU), normalized central
point distance, and the consistency of aspect ratio:

LCIoU = 1− IoU +
d2

c2
+ αv, (9)

where c is the diagonal length of the smallest enclosing box
covering two boxes, and d is the distance of central points
of two boxes, α is the trade-off parameter, v measures the

consistency of the aspect ratios between the predicted and
ground truth boxes. Additionally, we incorporate the scale-
invariant error [9] to further refine the spatial relationship
evaluation:

Ldep =
1

n

∑
i

d2i −
1

n2

(∑
i

di

)2

, (10)

where di = log(Igen[I]) − log(Iori[I]) is the difference
between the prediction and ground truth at pixel i, and n
denotes the total number of pixels. The scale-invariant loss
function measures the error magnitude by focusing only on
the relative depth of each value set without considering the
scale difference between the ground truth and the predic-
tion. This combination of metrics enables a more com-
prehensive assessment of both the geometric alignment and
depth consistency between matched objects. Therefore, our
evaluation framework achieves enhanced robustness by ef-
fectively capturing semantic and spatial nuances in object
relations. Subsequently, following the approach of [37],
we employ a multilayer perceptron (MLP) to integrate the
scores and compute the final score:

CAMScore = MLP(Lpix,Lsem,Lobj ,LCIoU ,Ldep)
(11)

For the loss function, we adopted the Mean Squared Er-
ror (MSE), a conventional choice in regression tasks due to
its proven efficacy in quantifying the discrepancy between
predicted values and ground truth human judgments. Addi-
tional details can be found in the Appendix.

4. Experiments
4.1. Evaluation datasets

Human correlation and accuracy represent critical mea-
sures for evaluating image captioning metrics. To assess
the caption-level correlation between automatic metrics
and human judgments, we utilize the Flicker8k [14] and
Composite dataset [1], wherein human annotators provide
evaluations for each candidate caption. Following previous
works [13, 24, 33], we compute Kendall’s correlation
coefficient τb and τc to measure the alignment between
human judgments and metric scores. Kendall’s correlation
coefficient is a statistic used to measure the ordinal associa-
tion between two measurements. For datasets of a different
nature, like Pascal-50S [36], where annotators are tasked
with selecting the superior caption from pairs of candidate
captions, we assess performance using metric pairwise
ranking accuracy.

Flickr8k-Expert. [14] Flickr8k-Expert dataset contains
17k expert annotations for image-caption pairs, encompass-
ing a total of 5,664 distinct images. Each image-caption
pair is evaluated by three expert annotators with scores



Metric Flickr8k-Expert Flickr8k-CF

Kendall τb Kendall τc Kendall τb Kendall τc

BLEU-1 [31] 32.2 32.3 17.9 9.3
BLEU-4 [31] 30.6 30.8 16.9 8.7
ROUGE [27] 32.1 32.3 19.9 10.3
METEOR [6] 41.5 41.8 22.2 11.5
CIDEr [36] 43.6 43.9 24.6 12.7
SPICE [2] 51.7 44.9 24.4 12.0
BERT-S [44] - 39.2 22.8 -
BERT-S++ [42] - 46.7 - -
TIGEr [18] - 49.3 - -
ViLBERTScore [23] - 50.1 - -
MID [20] - 54.9 37.3 -

UMIC [24] - 46.8 - -
CLIP-S [13] 51.1 51.2 34.4 17.7
PAC-S [33] 53.9 54.3 36.0 18.6
CAMScore 54.8 55.6 37.5 19.3

Table 1. The Kendall correlation coefficient τb and τc between hu-
man judgments and various automatic metrics on Flickr8k-Expert
and Flickr8k-CF [14] datasets. Bold font indicates the highest
recorded value overall, while underlining indicates the second-
highest value. The first part is for reference-based methods, and
the second part is for reference-free methods.

Metric Composite

Kendall τb Kendall τc

BLEU-1 [31] 29.0 31.3
BLEU-4 [31] 28.3 30.6
ROUGE [27] 30.0 32.4
METEOR [6] 36.0 38.9
CIDEr [36] 34.9 37.7
SPICE [2] 38.8 40.3
BERT-S [44] - 30.1
BERT-S++ [42] - 44.9
TIGEr [18] - 45.4
ViLBERTScore [23] - 52.4
MID [20] - 55.7

UMIC [24] - 56.1
CLIP-S [13] 49.8 53.8
PAC-S [33] 51.5 55.7
CAMScore 53.4 57.5

Table 2. The Kendall correlation coefficient τb and τc between
human judgments and various automatic metrics on the Composite
dataset [1]. Bold font indicates the highest recorded value overall,
while underlining indicates the second-highest value.

ranging from 1 (irrelevant) to 4 (perfect match).

Flickr8k-CF. [14] Flickr8k-CF consists of 145k binary
quality judgments, collected from CrowdFlower, covering
48k image-caption pairs that contain 1k unique images.
Each pair involves three annotators to determine whether
the image-caption pair matches, categorized as either “yes”
or “no”. The score for each pair is the proportion of “yes”
responses.

Metric HC HI HM MM Mean

BLEU-1 [31] 64.6 95.2 91.2 60.7 77.9
BLEU-4 [31] 60.3 93.1 85.7 57.0 74.0
ROUGE [27] 63.9 95.0 92.3 60.9 78.0
METEOR [6] 66.0 97.7 94.0 66.6 81.1
CIDEr [36] 66.5 97.9 90.7 65.2 80.1
SPICE [2] 63.6 96.3 86.7 68.3 78.7
BERT-S [44] 65.4 96.2 93.3 61.4 79.1
BERT-S++ [42] 65.4 98.1 96.4 60.3 80.1
TIGEr [18] 56.0 99.8 92.8 74.2 80.7
ViLBERTScore [23] 49.9 99.6 93.1 75.8 79.6
MID [20] 67.0 99.7 97.4 76.8 85.2

UMIC [24] 66.1 99.8 98.1 76.2 85.1
CLIP-S [13] 55.9 99.3 96.5 72.0 80.9
PAC-S [33] 60.6 99.3 96.9 72.9 82.4
CAMScore 68.8 99.6 97.4 77.4 85.8

Table 3. Caption pairwise ranking accuracy results on the Pascal-
50S dataset [36]. obtained by averaging the scores over five ran-
dom draws of reference captions (except for reference-free met-
rics). Bold font indicates the highest recorded value overall, while
underlining indicates the second-highest value.

Composite. [1] Composite dataset comprises human judg-
ments of 12,000 image-caption pairs, incorporating 3,995
images from MSCOCO (2,007 images) [28], Flickr30K
(991 images) [43], and Flickr8k (997 images) [14]. Human
evaluators were asked to rate each image-caption pair and
assign a score on a scale of 1 to 5 to estimate how well the
caption is aligned with the associated image.

Pascal-50S. [36] Pascal-50S includes 4,000 caption pairs
associated with 1,000 images, along with a label indicating
which of the two captions is deemed correct by 48 annota-
tors. Each image is linked to approximately 50 reference
captions. In Pascal-50S, caption pairs are categorized based
on the composition of the two captions: HC denotes two
correct human-written captions; HI indicates one correct
and one incorrect human-written caption; HM represents
one human-written caption and one machine-generated cap-
tion; and MM denotes two machine-generated captions.

4.2. Baselines

All baseline metrics have been briefly introduced in Sec-
tion 2. Specifically, we adopt BLEU [31], ROUGE [27],
METEOR [6], CIDEr [36], SPICE [2], BERTSCORE [44],
TIGEr [18], ViLBERTScore [23], and MID [20] as base-
line metrics due to their reliance on references for evalu-
ating image captioning tasks. Additionally, we incorporate
UMIC [24], CLIPScore [13], and PAC-S [33] as baseline
metrics because they are reference-free evaluation metrics
for image captioning.



Metric
Flickr8k-Expert [14] Flickr8k-CF [14] Composite [1] Pascal-50S [36]

Kendall τb Kendall τc Kendall τb Kendall τc Kendall τb Kendall τc HC HI HM MM Mean

w/o pixel 53.9 (-0.9) 54.1 (-1.5) 35.6 (-1.9) 18.3 (-1.0) 51.2 (-2.2) 55.4 (-2.1) 67.5 98.9 96.3 76.1 84.7 (-1.1)
w/o semantic 43.2 (-11.6) 43.5 (-12.1) 24.7 (-12.8) 12.3 (-7.0) 35.1 (-18.3) 33.5 (-24.0) 63.4 94.5 89.1 65.8 78.2 (-7.6)
w/o object 51.3 (-3.5) 51.4 (-4.2) 34.1 (-3.4) 16.9 (-2.4) 50.2 (-3.2) 54.1 (-3.4) 65.2 96.8 94.9 73.8 82.7 (-3.1)
w/o box 53.1 (-1.7) 53.6 (-2.0) 35.2 (-2.3) 17.7 (-1.6) 50.7 (-2.7) 54.6 (-2.9) 65.8 97.1 95.2 75.3 83.4 (-2.4)
w/o depth 53.4 (-1.4) 53.7 (-1.9) 35.4 (-2.1) 18.0 (-1.3) 50.9 (-2.5) 54.9 (-2.6) 66.7 98.2 95.5 75.7 84.0 (-1.8)

Table 4. Ablation study results in which scores from each evaluation level are excluded. The numbers in brackets indicate how much
the method has decreased relative to the baseline. These results are assessed using Kendall’s correlation coefficients τb and τc on the
Flickr8k-Expert, Flickr8k-CF [14], and Composite datasets [1], along with pairwise ranking accuracy on the Pascal-50S dataset [36].

4.3. Implementation details

In our framework, we utilize FLUX.1 [dev] [22] as the text-
to-image model. For the measurement of pixel level, we
adopt the Euclidean distance metric, corresponding to p = 2
in Equation (3). This choice effectively quantifies the spa-
tial discrepancies between corresponding pixel values. For
the image feature extraction module, we employ the pre-
trained ViT-B16 architecture, utilizing the image encoder
component from CLIP [32]. For the object level, we utilize
YOLOv8 [19] as the object detector due to its stable and ex-
cellent performance and efficiency in object detection tasks.
Besides, we integrate Depth Anything V2 [41] to incor-
porate depth estimation capabilities, thereby enhancing the
model’s model’s ability to analyze the 3D-spatial relation-
ship within the scene. This combination of advanced ob-
ject detection and depth estimation frameworks facilitates a
more comprehensive analysis, ensuring robust performance
across diverse application scenarios. Additional implemen-
tation details can be found in the Appendix.

4.4. Correlation with human judgment

We first evaluate our CAMScore on the Flicker8k-Expert
and Flicker8k-CF [14] datasets. Consistent with previous
works, we compute the Kendall correlation coefficient τb
and τc. The results, as shown in Table 1, compare CAM-
Score’s performance against the baseline metrics mentioned
in Section 4.2. The first part of the table is for reference-
based methods, and the second part is for reference-free
methods. The experimental results demonstrate that CAM-
Score exhibits a strong correlation with human judgments
across considered datasets, thereby affirming its superiority
over previously proposed metrics. In particular, CAMScore
improves the Kendall correlation coefficient τb and τc by 0.9
and 1.3 points compared to PAC-S on the Flickr8k-Expert
dataset, and by 1.5 and 0.7 points compared to PAC-S on the
Flickr8k-CF dataset, respectively. Notably, CAMScore sig-
nificantly outperforms the correlation coefficient achieved
by evaluation metrics that necessitate reference captions,
highlighting its superior ability to align with human judg-
ments without dependence on reference annotations.

We further conducted experiments on the Composite

dataset [1]. The experiment results, shown in Table 2, are
also presented in terms of Kendall τb and Kendall τc cor-
relation coefficient. CAMScore achieves the best correla-
tion with human judgment among all baseline metrics, im-
proving by 1.9 on the τb correlation coefficient and 1.8 on
the τc correlation coefficient over the second highest score.
These improvements demonstrate the comprehensive effec-
tiveness of CAMScore in aligning with human judgments
across diverse benchmarking scenarios.

4.5. Accuracy on pairwise ranking

We assess the effectiveness of CAMScore on the Pascal-
50S dataset [36], which provides pairwise preference judg-
ments between two captions. The caption that received the
majority vote was deemed the preferred choice. In this set-
ting, instead of computing Kendall correlation scores, we
compute pairwise accuracy by considering for each pair
the caption preferred by the majority of human ratings as
correct and measuring how often the evaluation metric as-
signs a higher score to the selected caption. Section 4.2
presents the accuracy results for Pascal-50S. In our experi-
ments, CAMScore achieves state-of-the-art (SOTA) results
with a mean accuracy of 85.8, proving the general effective-
ness of our approach. Besides, CAMScore achieves state-
of-the-art (SOTA) results with accuracies of 68.8 and 77.4
for HC and MM respectively. Although CAMScore does
not attain the highest accuracy for the HI and HM, its perfor-
mance remains closely comparable to existing SOTA accu-
racy. These results provide strong evidence that our metric
is on par with the strong baselines and can therefore serve as
a potent automatic evaluation metric for image captioning.

4.6. Ablation study

We investigate the impact of various score integration
strategies on overall performance. Specifically, we remove
the scores of integration respectively to verify the impact of
each score on the performance, as shown in Table 4. The
performance without the semantic level metric is the lowest
across all benchmark datasets, indicating that the semantic
level poses an important role in the proposed metric. In
addition, the impact of object level is the second largest,



Caption: A man 
with two black 
dogs at beach.

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Caption: A tan dog 
jumps into water.

Caption: A boy 
jumped up from 
the green bed.

Caption: A doodle 
of various sweets.

Caption: A dog 
on the left of two 
men at beach. 

Caption: Two little 
kids are running 
through the sand to 
get to the ocean.

Caption: Three 
dogs running 
through water.

Caption: A little boy 
is eating his food off 
of a spoon while 
sitting on a patio.

Caption: A child 
jumping on a tennis 
court.

Caption: A woman 
plays guitar by a 
round light.

Caption: A photo 
of various sweets.

Caption: A man 
climbs a rocky wall.

Human: 0.92
CLIPScore: 32.05
PAC-S: 0.88
CAMScore: 0.89

Human: 0.48
CLIPScore: 32.70
PAC-S: 0.85
CAMScore: 0.62

Human: 0.11
CLIPScore: 21.90
PAC-S: 0.63
CAMScore:0.24

Human: 0.89
CLIPScore: 33.53
PAC-S: 0.78
CAMScore: 0.91

Human: 0.56
CLIPScore: 28.51
PAC-S: 0.83
CAMScore: 0.59

Human: 0.08
CLIPScore: 5.29
PAC-S: 0.25
CAMScore: 0.17

Human: 0.94
CLIPScore: 26.52
PAC-S: 0.87 
CAMScore: 0.88

Human: 0.67
CLIPScore: 26.97
PAC-S: 0.69
CAMScore: 0.56

Human: 0.06
CLIPScore: 15.38
PAC-S: 0.44
CAMScore:0.16

Human: 0.89
CLIPScore: 30.42
PAC-S:0.46
CAMScore: 0.52

Human: 0.42
CLIPScore:31.05
PAC-S:0.45
CAMScore: 0.58

Human: 0.08
CLIPScore:10.49
PAC-S: 0.42
CAMScore: 0.09

Figure 4. Examples of successful (a,b,c) and failed (d) cases. Except for the last non-photorealistic case, all others are from the Flickr8K
dataset. The first column is the original image and the last three columns are the generated images with captions and metrics. Human
judgment prefers the leftmost caption and dislikes the rightmost caption. Our metric is more consistent with human judgment.

which illustrates the effectiveness of our design for object
matching and quantity penalties. The absence of pixel level
has the least impact on the performance, indicating that di-
rect pixel differences are less relevant to human judgment.
By systematically evaluating the influence of each evaluated
score, we verified that metrics at each level are necessary.

4.7. Case study

Figure 4 shows various example of CAMScore. For each
case, we provide three different captions along with their
corresponding scores. All methods are capable of distin-
guishing irrelevant captions for photo-style images, as il-
lustrated in the last column. However, performance dimin-
ishes when other metrics deal with more detailed problems.
Specifically, CLIPScore confuses the positional relationship
and corresponding numeracy of man and dogs, and confuses
the scenes where the child is for the first two columns of
Figure 4 (a) and (c), respectively. PAS-S confuses the nu-
meracy of dogs for the first two columns of Figure 4 (b). In

contrast, CAMScore accurately captures attribute and loca-
tion information, aligning closely with human judgment.

4.8. Limitations and future works

CAMScore is constrained by the detection performance of
the object detector employed in the framework. Current
SOTA object detection models are primarily based on the
MS-COCO dataset, which has a limited number of specific
categories. Besides, object detectors generally exhibit sub-
optimal performance for non-photorealistic images, leading
to failure of CAMScore, as shown in the last row in Fig-
ure 4. These limitations may be eliminated with the future
development of more powerful object detectors. In addi-
tion, text-to-image models usually require longer process-
ing times and more computational resources compared to
object detection models. In future work, we aim to incor-
porate the metric into model training procedures to enhance
specific capabilities.



5. Conclusion
In this paper, we proposed CAMScore, a novel cyclic
reference-free evaluation metric for image captioning.
CAMScore enables reference-free evaluation while ad-
dressing the modality gap inherent in existing cross-
modality metrics by leveraging the cycle consistency be-
tween image captioning and text-to-image generation. Ad-
ditionally, our three-level modular framework provides fine-
grained information for evaluation from the pixel-level,
semantic-level, and object-level. Furthermore, experimen-
tal comparisons with baseline metrics across various bench-
marks demonstrate that CAMScore has a strong correlation
with human judgment, showing the effectiveness of the pro-
posed metric.
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6. Implementation details
6.1. Dataset Setup

Flickr8k-Expert. [14] Flickr8k-Expert dataset contains
17k expert annotations for image-caption pairs, encom-
passing a total of 5,664 distinct images. The captions
in Flickr 8K were selected by an image retrieval system
from a reference caption pool, instead of generated using
a learned image captioning model. Each image-caption
pair is evaluated by three expert annotators with scores
ranging from 1 to 4, where a score of 1 indicates that the
caption does not correlate with the image and a score of
4 signifies that the caption describes the corresponding
image without errors. This evaluation methodology ensures
a reliable assessment of caption quality in relation to the
visual content.

Flickr8k-CF. [14] Flickr8k-CF consists of 145k binary
quality judgments, collected from CrowdFlower, covering
48k image-caption pairs that contain 1k unique images.
For each pair, three annotators determine whether the
image-caption pair is a valid match, categorizing their
responses as either “yes” or “no”. The final score for each
image-caption pair is calculated as the proportion of “yes”
responses.

Composite. [1] Composite dataset comprises human
judgments of 12,000 image-caption pairs, incorporat-
ing 3,995 images from MSCOCO (2,007 images) [28],
Flickr30K (991 images) [43], and Flickr8k (997 images)
[14]. Candidate captions were sourced from both human
reference captions and two captioning models. In this
dataset, human evaluators score each caption’s relevance
to its corresponding image using a five-point scale, where
1 indicates that “the description has nothing to do with the
image” and 5 signifies that “the description is perfectly
relevant to the image.”

Pascal-50S. [36] Pascal-50S includes 4,000 caption pairs
associated with 1,000 images from UIUC PASCAL Sen-
tence Dataset. Each pair is annotated to indicate which
of the two captions is considered correct by 48 annota-
tors. Each image is linked to approximately 50 refer-
ence captions generated by humans. Annotators are tasked
with selecting the candidate caption in each pair that most
closely aligns with the provided reference descriptions. In
Pascal-50S, caption pairs are categorized based on the com-
position of the two captions: 1) Human-Human Correct
(HC) contains two human-written captions for the target im-

age, 2) Human-Human Incorrect (HI) includes two captions
written by humans but describing different images, 3) the
group of Human-Machine (HM) contains a human written
and a machine-generated caption, and 4) Machine-Machine
(MM) includes two matching generated captions focusing
on the same image.

6.2. Experiment details

In our framework, we utilize FLUX.1 [dev] [22] as the text-
to-image model. For the measurement of pixel level, we
adopt the Euclidean distance metric, corresponding to p =
2. This choice effectively quantifies the spatial discrepan-
cies between corresponding pixel values. For the image fea-
ture extraction module, we employ the pre-trained ViT-B16
architecture, utilizing the image encoder component from
CLIP [32]. In the ViT-B16 architecture, the input image
is divided into patches, which are then transformed into
vectors through embedding layers. These vectors are sub-
sequently processed by Transformer blocks that consist of
self-attention and feed-forward layers. For the object level,
we utilize YOLOv8x, the largest model in the YOLOv8
family as the object detector due to its stable and excel-
lent performance and efficiency in object detection tasks.
Besides, we integrate Depth Anything v2-Large, which is
also the largest model currently available in the Depth Any-
thing v2 family to incorporate depth estimation capabilities,
thereby enhancing the model’s model’s ability to analyze
the 3D-spatial relationship within the scene. This combi-
nation of advanced object detection and depth estimation
frameworks facilitates a more comprehensive analysis, en-
suring robust performance across diverse application sce-
narios. When evaluating the original image with the gener-
ated image, we resize the original image to 512 × 512 for
ease of calculation. The inputs are first transformed by the
sigmoid function and then passed to the multilayer percep-
tion. We use a batch size of 64, a learning rate of 3e-5, and
used early stopping in our model to optimize for the highest
Kendall’s τ . We implement CAMScore with PyTorch and
train on a NVIDIA A100 GPU. We calculate the Kendall
tau score using the SciPy 1.14.1 implementation.

7. Additional Results on case study

We provide the results of object detection and depth esti-
mation for each case in the case study. As shown in Fig-
ure 5, the object detector successfully boxes the objects in
case (a,b,c), while failing in the non-photorealistic case (d),
and the failure of object detectors will affect our metric.
The depth estimation performs well on objects across all



cases, indicating that the depth estimation method to esti-
mate the depth of image objects is robust. Since our object
level evaluation mainly relies on object-matching relations,
the performance of object detectors will affect our metric.
The failure of the object detector on the non-photorealistic
image Figure 5 (d) is the reason why this case fails, indi-
cating that the current object detector has a lot of room for
improvement.



(c)

(d)

(c)

(b)

(a)

Figure 5. Object detection and depth estimation result of case study. The object detector successfully boxes the object in case (a,b,c), while
failing in the non-photorealistic case (d).
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