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ImageSet2Text description

A collection of decorative
patterns  featuring  stylized
- representations of dolphins.
. The images showcase fish in an
expressive style that is stylized,
cartoon-like, and abstract.
. These stylized fish are set
against a variety of colors and
patterns. The color palette is an
assortment, and the
» background design includes a
$ motif of dolphins with a

., modern and stylized expressive
style. The medium of the
images is digital art.

ImageSet2Text description

A collection of paintings
featuring portraits that depict
individuals in historical
clothing from the 17th century.
The attire is characterized by
dark and earthy tones, with a
loose-fitting and flowing style.
The portraits convey a
brooding expression and are
accessorized with a ruffled
collar. The background of each
image is dark and indistinct,
enhancing the focus on the
subjects.

Figure 1. ImageSet2Text generates detailed and nuanced descriptions from large sets of images. We report two descriptions and
corresponding 4x4 grids, composed of 16 randomly selected images belonging to the described image sets [55] [57].

Abstract

We introduce ImageSet2Text, a novel approach that
leverages vision-language foundation models to auto-
matically create natural language descriptions of image
sets.  Inspired by concept bottleneck models (CBMs)
and based on visual-question answering (VQA) chains,
ImageSet2Text iteratively extracts key concepts from
image subsets, encodes them into a structured graph, and
refines insights using an external knowledge graph and
CLIP-based validation. This iterative process enhances in-
terpretability and enables accurate and detailed set-level
summarization. Through extensive experiments, we eval-
uate ITmageSet2Text ‘s descriptions on accuracy, com-
pleteness, readability and overall quality, benchmarking it
against existing vision-language models and introducing
new datasets for large-scale group image captioning.

1. Introduction

Summarizing entire image sets in natural language is im-
portant to capture overarching themes and trends among the
images, hence simplifying the navigation and understand-
ing of large image collections. In fact, image set summa-

rization is necessary in a variety of applications, including
assistive technologies [5, 22] and cultural analytics [7, 40].
In explainable Al, dataset-level insights have been found to
be valuable for bias detection, influential sample analysis,
and data segmentation [12, 15, 19, 47, 54]. Furthermore,
the growing demand for transparency in Al training datasets
has made this need even more pressing [20], especially with
emerging Al regulations such as the EU AI Act [48].

While significant progress has been made in vision-
language modeling and image captioning, most approaches
focus on individual images [25, 61, 64] or sets with a limited
number of images [2, 10, 30, 65]. Despite its importance,
the summarization of large image sets remains an unsolved
problem due to fundamental technical limitations: existing
methods are typically not designed to efficiently process
multiple visual inputs at once, limiting their ability to ex-
tract holistic insights from image collections [18].

In this paper, we propose ImageSet2Text, a novel
approach that leverages vision-language foundation mod-
els to generate natural language descriptions' of large-scale
image sets. ImageSet2Text is inspired by the rationale

I'We refer to captions as “short pieces of text” [6], while descriptions
are typically longer and more detailed.



behind concept bottleneck models (CBMs) [29], which are
typically used for classification tasks. CBMs predict inter-
mediate concepts before making a final decision, ensuring
that information flows through a human-interpretable rep-
resentation [52]. While traditional CBMs are based on pre-
defined sets of concepts, recent research has explored more
flexible formulations, relying on visual-question answering
(VQA) chains [9, 56].

Similarly, ImageSet2Text leverages the strong ca-
pability to align visual and textual representations of pre-
trained multimodal foundation models [2, 51] to generate
a comprehensive description of an image set over multi-
ple iterations. In each cycle, a random subset of images is
selected to perform Large Language Model (LLM)-based
VQA. The extracted information is then encoded into a
graph that contains the key concepts from the answers.
ImageSet2Text also integrates an external knowledge
graph [44] to hypothesize relevant information and validates
these hypotheses on the entire image set using contrastive
vision-language (CVL) embeddings [51]. The information
that is confirmed on a large portion of the images is added to
the graph and used to seed the next VQA iteration. By com-
bining VQA chains, graph-based concept representations,
and iterative refinement, ImageSet2Text enhances the
interpretability of large image sets and enables novel appli-
cations in image set understanding.

Through extensive experiments, we  evaluate
ImageSet2Text s descriptions according to their
accuracy, completeness, readability and overall qual-
ity. To measure accuracy, we propose two datasets for
large-scale group image captioning, and we benchmark
ImageSet2Text on these datasets against existing
vision-language models. We assess completeness by means
of an image set comparison task. Finally, we perform a user
study with 200 participants to collect human feedback on
the readability and overall quality of ImageSet2Text s
descriptions.

2. Related Work

Image Captioning aims to generate semantically mean-
ingful, short textual descriptions of images by recognizing
objects, scene types, object properties, and relationships
[25] in the images. Standard image captioning methods
are mainly based on feature learning through deep learning
[61, 64]. Recently, Zhu et al. [68] introduced ChatCap-
tioner, combining VQA with chat logs to iteratively refine
captions. In addition, Mao et al. [41] explored context-
aware captioning, proposing to generate captions tailored to
user-defined contexts. The role of context has been explored
particularly in Art History captioning research, where au-
thors have analyzed how captions can vary based on inter-
pretations [4, 7, 39].

Group-Image Captioning extends single-image cap-

tioning to small collections of images (typically from 2
to 30 images), with the aim of identifying and summa-
rizing similarities among them [2, 10, 30, 65]. Different
approaches have been proposed in the literature, includ-
ing incorporating a temporal relationship among images
[63] and understanding the difference between image pairs
[8, 28, 46] or target and reference image groups [32]. Scene
graph representations have also been employed to model the
relationships between elements in the images and summa-
rize such relationships among more images [49, 50]. Re-
cent work has also shown the potential of LLMs to perform
individual and small-group image captioning [1]. In par-
allel to these efforts, the evaluation benchmarks for group
image captioning focus on spatial, semantic, and temporal
aspects related to small groups of images [43] or on eval-
uating large vision-language models on multi-image ques-
tion answering [38]. Despite this variety of approaches, the
main limitation of current methods is their ability to handle
groups with larger numbers (hundreds to thousands) of im-
ages, leaving the summarization of such image sets an open
challenge [49].

Understanding Collections of Images is crucial in an
era of large-scale visual data, but efforts in this direction
are still limited. Research on describing large image sets
has focused primarily on concept-level prototypes [17, 59],
color-based statistical analysis [58], and set-level classifi-
cation [62]. However, these approaches do not generate
easy-to-interpret textual descriptions. A step towards bridg-
ing this gap was taken by Dunlap et al., who introduced
the new task of Set Difference Captioning [18] (SDC). This
new task consists of comparing two image sets and generat-
ing a caption that applies to one of the sets but not the other.
In our paper, we contribute to this field by proposing a novel
method to generate textual descriptions of image collections
with hundreds to thousands of examples per group, moving
beyond comparative descriptions and towards comprehen-
sive set-level insights.

Foundation Models are increasingly used to solve com-
plex vision-language tasks. In addition to [18], querying a
VQA model through an LLM has been used to iteratively
improve image and video captions [11, 68], to propose an
open set bias detection technique in text-to-image genera-
tion [16] and to evaluate text-to-image generation faithful-
ness [26]. ImageSet2Text aligns with these methods by
integrating multiple foundation models to generate textual
descriptions from image collections, leveraging both vision-
language reasoning and iterative refinement mechanisms.

3. ImageSet2Text

ImageSet2Text aims to generate nuanced natural lan-
guage descriptions of image sets that highlight the common
visual elements present in most of the images. As shown in
Fig. 2, ImageSet2Text leverages structured prompts in



LLMs, VQA, knowledge graphs, and CVL models.

Formally, given a set of N images D = {z1,...,2n},
ImageSet2Text automatically generates a textual de-
scription d that summarizes the visual elements in D. This
is achieved by constructing an intermediate graph repre-
sented as a list of triplets G = {(s,p,0)1, ..., ($,p,0)1},
where each triplet consists of a subject s, a predicate p, and
an object o that capture the key visual elements and their in-
teractions in D. To build G, ImageSet2Text follows an
iterative process with 7" iterations depicted in Fig. 2, with
the following steps:

1. Initialization (7 = 0): The initial Gy contains a root
node, sy = ‘image’, linked to three pending predicates,
po = ‘content’, p1 = ‘background’, and py = ‘style’.

2. Iterations (7 = 1,...,T—1): Each iteration is composed
of two phases:

(a) Guess what is in the set — A random subset of im-
ages S C D, with |§| = M < N, is analyzed to
hypothesize elements present in D, where M is a
predefined parameter.

(b) Look and keep — The formulated hypothesis is val-
idated on the entire set D. If confirmed, it is used to
update G .

3. Termination (7 = T'): After convergence at 7 = T, the
final graph representation G = Gr is obtained. Finally,
a coherent and concise textual description d is generated
from G.

Next, we describe the two phases of the iterations.

3.1. Guess what is in the Set

The first phase generates a set of hypotheses from the ran-
dom sample S of M images for later validation on the full
set D. Let 7 be the current time step. Given the current
graph G, ImageSet2Text selects the closest leaf node
to the root node as the predicate p for analysis at this step,
along with its parent node s as the corresponding subject.

VQA. An LLM is prompted to ask a specific question
about the images in S depending on the values of s and
p. We provide an illustrative example in Fig. 2. Consider
the set S of images of a desert in a certain iteration. With
s = ‘light’ and p = ‘color’, the formulated question is:

What colors can be observed in the desert landscape
depicted in this image?

The question is applied to all the images x; € S, result-
ing in a set of answers A = {a1,as,...,ap}, Where a;
denotes the answer for ;.

Hypothesis formulation. Considering the answers in A4,
the goal of each iteration is to verify whether the predicate
under consideration p can expand G. To achieve this, the
LLM is prompted to perform two tasks: 1) summarization,

i.e., condense A into a single hypothesis h, which has to be
formulated as a triplet where the subject s and predicate p
are given, while the object o has to be derived from .4; and
2) completion, i.e., suggest possible continuations for the
hypothesis h in the form of a list of predicates P, defining
potential expansions of G from o. Following the previous
example, the set of answers provided to the question would
yield hypothesis h and continuations P:

h = (‘desert’, ‘color’, ‘golden yellow’)
P = {‘shade’, ‘brightness’ }

Hypothesis expansion. Since h is derived from the sub-
set S, it may not generalize well to the full image set D
due to sampling bias. To mitigate this, ImageSet2Text
creates a set X = {hg,h1,...,hr} of hypotheses or-
dered from more general (hy) to more specific (hg), where
hy DO hg—1 D -+ D hg and hg = h. To generate
‘H, ImageSet2Text relies on a lexical knowledge graph
KG. Let KG = (V,R) be a directed graph, where V is
the set of lexical entries and R represents semantic rela-
tions between nodes in V. For any given node v € V/, its
parent node represents a more general concept (hypernym),
while its children nodes represent more specific concepts
(hyponyms). In addition, two nodes v1,vo € V are sibling
nodes if they share the same parent node, but correspond to
different lexical concepts.

The set H is obtained by traversing upward in the knowl-
edge hierarchy of K'G by a maximum number of steps J.
Each hypothesis h; is derived by generalizing the object o
based on the hypernyms in KG. In sum, given a hypoth-
esis h; = (s,p,0;), its generalization h;;, is created as
hit1 = (s,p,0:11), where o; = parent’(0) and the parent
function is the operation of moving to the hypernym of a
lexical entry in K G.

In the ongoing example, the hypotheses in { follow the
hierarchy:

ho = (‘desert’, “color’, ‘golden yellow’)
hy = (‘desert’, ‘color’, ‘warm color’)

3.2. Look and Keep

Next, all hypotheses in H are verified on the full image set
D and the graph updated accordingly.

Verification. ImageSet2Text evaluates each hypoth-
esis h; in H against the entire image set D by leverag-
ing the zero-shot classification capabilities of a CVL. This
approach allows to set a one-vs-all classification problem,
where positive and negative examples are generated for a
given hypothesis h;, drawing from KG. In particular, let
H; denote the set of alternative hypotheses that support h;,
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Figure 2. Overview of ImageSet2Text, considering an example set from the PairedImageSets datasets [18]. The figure shows how the
different modules of the iterative process allow inferring information from the input image set, eventually generating a nuanced textual

description.

which are constructed by substituting the object o; with its
hyponyms in K G; and let #; denote the set of alternatives
that contradict h;, which are constructed by substituting o;
with its sibling nodes in K'G. Note that the supporting set
’H:“ is expanded to include h; itself. Next, the image set D,
along with the supporting set H;r and contradicting set H, ",
is projected into the CVL latent space, yielding the sets of
embeddings Ep, 57#, and EH‘_ , respectively. A k-Nearest
Neighbors (kNN) classification algorithm is then applied
using the embeddings from &, + as positive examples and
those from &, as negative exafmples, with cosine similar-
ity serving as the weighting metric. In particular, the KNN
classifies each image x; € D as supporting the hypothesis
h; if its corresponding embedding e; € &£p is labeled as
positive, and as contradicting h; otherwise.

As a result, the hypothesis h; is rejected if it is not veri-
fied on at least a predefined minimum portion « of the im-
ages in D. Since hypotheses follow a hierarchical structure,
if a hypothesis h; is rejected, then any more specific hypoth-
esis h;—1 C h; is also invalid. This follows from the logical
implication that h; = h;41.

Note that the hypotheses are verified in a general-to-
specific manner to ensure semantic consistency in the CVL
embedding space. If a highly specific hypothesis is prema-
turely tested without confirming its general category first,
there is a risk of making comparisons in an embedding sub-
space that is not meaningful or reliable. Similarly, the sets
7—[;" and H; are used because computing cosine similarities
in the embedding space without comparing them to any pre-
defined reference does not directly provide a clear criterion
to determine whether a hypothesis is valid or not [9].

Graph update. At the end of the verification process, let
hy« = (s, p, 0«) be the most specific hypothesis in H that has
not been rejected. This hypothesis A* and its corresponding

list of predicates P, which follow o,, are then retained by
appending them to the graph representation G, 1. Fig. 2
illustrates the updated graph at the end of the iteration.

3.3. Stopping Conditions

An iteration in ImageSet2Text interrupts if any of the
following conditions occurs: 1) the VQA module flags a
question as invalid (e.g., unsafe, inappropriate, unrelated to
the content of the image) for at least a predefined number
of images 6 in S; 2) no hypothesis in # is verified for D;
3) the updated graph G, adds no new information when
compared to G, as per an LLM evaluation.

The entire iterative process ends when: 1) no further
graph expansion is possible, i.e., all existing nodes in G,
have been explored; or 2) a certain number € of consecutive
iterations are discarded according to the previously men-
tioned criteria.

Once the iterative process ends, any pending predicates
is discarded, and the final description d is generated directly
from G = Gp using the LLM, as illustrated in Fig. 2.

4. Evaluation

Describing large sets of images is a novel task, lacking suit-
able datasets and baselines for evaluation. We address this
challenge by designing three evaluations that measure dif-
ferent aspects of the generated descriptions: (1) accuracy:
i.e., alignment with visual content, (2) completeness: i.e.,
level of detail, and (3) readability and overall quality: i.e.,
human-evaluated coherence and ease of understanding.

Implementation details. The implementation of
ImageSet2Text reported in the experiments uses
GPT-40-mini [I] as the LLM; Open-CLIP ViT-
bigG-14 [27] as the CVL; and WordNet [44] as the
Knowledge Graph. The hyperparameters are set as:



M =10, = 0.8,0 = 10,k = 1,6 = 2,¢ = 5. Further
implementation details are provided in App. A.

4.1. Accuracy

Accuracy is measured by how closely generated descrip-
tions align with ground-truth descriptions of the image set.
However, we are not aware of any publicly available bench-
mark dataset with ground-truth descriptions of large image
sets. Therefore, as a proxy to evaluate the accuracy of the
descriptions, we prompt an LLM to create a caption from
the generated description of a set and leverage existing im-
age captioning datasets to evaluate their accuracy.

Datasets. We curate two datasets: (1) GroupConcep-
tualCaptions, derived from Conceptual Captions [55]
by grouping images with the same caption, using it as
the group caption and (2) GroupWikiArt, derived from
WikiArt [57] by grouping images with the same metadata
(namely style, genre and artist) from which the group cap-
tion is constructed. This yields 221 image sets with 50 to
4,112 images each. Dataset details are in App. B.1.

The two proposed datasets pose different challenges. In
GroupConceptualCaptions, the group caption can be gener-
ated from a single image since all images share the same
caption. However, analyzing the entire group is essential
for distinguishing meaningful features from irrelevant ones.
In GroupWikiArt, individual images are less descriptive of
the group, as the shared caption reflects abstract concepts,
such as style and artist, that emerge only when examining a
representative sample of images.

ImageSet2Text. For each complete and detailed de-
scription generated by ImageSet2Text, we use an ad-
ditional LLM call to generate a concise caption, extracting
only the main elements of the description. Further details
on this process are provided in App. B.3.

Baselines. To the best of our knowledge, there are no pub-
licly available baselines specifically designed for group im-
age captioning at the scale explored in this work. Thus,
we evaluate three established vision-language models for
(single) image captioning: BLIP-2 [31], LLaVA-1.5 [36],
and GPT-4V [1]. BLIP-2, optimized for image captioning
and retrieval, serves as a strong baseline. LLaVA-1.5 en-
hances large language models with vision capabilities, en-
abling contextual and conversational image understanding.
GPT-4V, as a state-of-the-art commercial model,” offers ad-
vanced semantic comprehension across multiple images.

Since these baselines are designed to process only a sin-
gle image at a time, we use three different approaches for
creating group captions:

2Chatbot Arena LLM Leaderboard (Vision) https://lmarena.
ai, Last Access: 3rd March 2025

Table 1. Results on GroupConceptualCaptions dataset. We con-
sider CIDEr-D (D), SPICE (S), METEOR (M), ROUGE-L (R-
L), BERTScore (BERT), LLM-as-a-judge (Judge) and CLIPScore
(CLIP) as metrics. The best score is bold, second best underlined.

Model / Setting C S M R-L BERT Judge CLIP
1x1 grid 0.103 0.081 0.101 0.144 0.640 0.284 0.272
7 2x2 grid 0.046 0.102 0.079 0.106 0.619 0.181 0.266
< 3x3 grid 0.082 0.112 0.096 0.086 0.627 0.207 0.268
% 4xd grid 0.092 0.121 0.110 0.089 0.632 0.198 0.273
= Avg emb. 0.053 0.041 0.074 0.107 0.586 0.103 0.232
Summary 0.038 0.085 0.112 0.091 0.626 0.198 0.301
Ix1 grid 0.251 0.130 0.137 0.189 0.655 0.302 0.299
2 2x2 grid 0.120 0.084 0.110 0.098 0.623 0.155 0.297
E: 3x3 grid 0.143 0.108 0.099 0.096 0.635 0.284 0.314
O 4x4 grid 0.146 0.105 0.104 0.099 0.649 0.276 0.315
Summary 0.132 0.104 0.096 0.104 0.631 0.129 0.314

ImageSet2Text 0.210 0.143 0.149 0.155 0.674 0.345 0.325

* Grid: We create grids of varying sizes from a subset of
images in D and prompt models to caption the grid. Re-
sults are reported for different grid sizes.

* Average embedding: We input all images into the vision
encoder of open-source models (BLIP-2 or LLaVA-1.5),
average their embeddings to form a group embedding,
and generate a caption of the average embedding using
the language decoder.

» Summary: We generate individual captions for all images
and summarize them into a group caption with GPT-4.

Further details on baselines are available in App. B.2.

Metrics. We rely on three types of metrics:

* Model-free metrics: CIDEr-D [60], SPICE [3], METEOR
[14] and ROUGE-L (F1) [34], that rely on lexical struc-
ture and token statistics to compare the generated captions
with reference captions.

e Model-based metrics: BERTScore (F1) [66] and LLM-as-
a-judge [67], that leverage learned representations to cap-
ture semantic similarity [33, 37].

* Reference-free metrics: namely CLIPScore [24], which
measures the alignment between generated captions and
images in the CLIP embedding space [5 1] without relying
on reference captions.

More details on the metrics are provided in App. B.4.

Results on GroupConceptualCaptions. We compare
ImageSet2Text to LLaVA-1.5 and GPT-4V on Group-
ConceptualCaptions. BLIP-2 is not eligible, as the origi-
nal ConceptualCaptions [55] dataset was used to train this
model. The results are provided in Tab. 1. Using only a
single image randomly selected from the group (1x1 grid),
works best for both LLaVA-1.5 and GPT-4V for model-
free and model-based metrics overall. However, for the
reference-free CLIPScore, larger grid sizes (4x4 grid) and
summarizing individual captions as a group caption works
best for the baseline methods.
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ImageSet2Text outperforms the baselines on the
model-based and reference-free metrics and also performs
very competitively on the model-free metrics. The model-
free metrics focus on explicit token overlap, measuring
therefore if specific objects or actions have been iden-
tified. In contrast, the model-based metrics capture a
more nuanced similarity between the generated caption and
the reference caption [60, 67], aligning well with human
judgement of caption quality. The strong performance
of ImageSet2Text in this dataset highlights its abil-
ity to generate accurate descriptions and subsequently cap-
tions. Additional results for larger grid sizes are provided
in App. B.5, which were omitted from Tab. 1 as they were
always worse than the performance with small grid sizes.

Results on GroupWikiArt. Results comparing BLIP-2,
GPT-4V, and ImageSet2Text are provided in Tab. 2.
As expected from how the group caption is created in this
dataset, the baselines on a single image (1x1 grid), the aver-
age embedding, and summarizing individual captions, lead
to poor performance. The baselines perform better with
larger grid sizes, depending on the specific metrics. We
observe that the captions created with ImageSet2Text
are competitive on the model-free METEOR and ROUGE-
L metrics. Furthermore, they perform very well under the
model-based BERTScore and outperform all baselines on
the LLM-as-a-judge metric.

Additional results for LLaVA-1.5 are provided in
App. B.5, which we omitted in the main paper as it
performed worse than BLIP-2. Note that CLIPScore is not
a reliable metric to assess the accuracy of captions on this
dataset because the groups are defined on a more contextual
level (art history) that might go beyond visual features.
Thus, we omit this metric from Tab. 2.

In sum, these results confirm that the captions derived from
the descriptions generated with TmageSet2Text accu-
rately describe the set of images, particularly when evalu-
ated with model-based metrics that capture semantics, pro-
viding a good proxy for human judgment of accuracy.

4.2. Completeness

The previous experiment assessed how accurately a caption
obtained from the generated descriptions reflects the images
in a given set. However, since this evaluation was based on
captions obtained from the descriptions, it did not measure
the completeness of the descriptions, i.e., how much detail
they include. To evaluate completeness, we consider the
downstream task of Set Difference Captioning (SDC) on the
PairedImageSets (PIS) dataset [18].

PIS consists of 150 image set pairs labeled with ground-
truth differences, where the task is to identify the differ-
ences between the pairs of image sets. Each pair of sets is
categorized by difficulty into easy, medium, and hard. To

Table 2. Results on GroupWikiArt dataset. We consider CIDEr-
D (D), SPICE (S), METEOR (M), ROUGE-L (R-L), BERTScore
(BERT) and LLM-as-a-judge (Judge) as evaluation metrics. The
best score is bold, second best underlined.

Model / Setting C S M R-L  BERT Judge
1x1 grid 0.002 0.034 0.055 0.063 0.539 0.019
2x2 grid 0.046  0.060 0.060 0.091 0.542 0.038
3x3 grid 0.117 0.103 0.077 0.088 0.583 0.179
2 4x4 grid 0.092 0.102 0.070 0.076 0.577 0.132
= 5x5grid 0.068 0.091 0.065 0.058 0.565 0.132
m  6x6 grid 0.052 0.079 0.047 0.047 0.551 0.085
7x7 grid 0.062 0.084 0.046 0.049 0.551 0.057
Avg emb. 0.004 0.054 0.076 0.086 0.576 0.028
Summary 0.082 0.032 0.069 0.075 0.574 0.085
1x1 grid 0.002 0.012 0.064 0.064 0.558 0.028
2x2 grid 0.011 0.079 0.101 0.058 0.594 0.151
> 3x3 grid 0.023 0.117 0.116 0.050 0.613 0.208
;.r 4x4 grid 0.022 0.108 0.108 0.052 0.617 0.208
A 5x5 grid 0.021 0.140 0.108 0.053 0.621 0.160
O 6x6 grid 0.032 0.177 0.108 0.050 0.624 0.142
7x7 grid 0.025 0.159 0.106 0.045 0.623 0.113
Summary 0.003 0.028 0.049 0.036 0.560 0.075

ImageSet2Text 0.032 0.063 0.115 0.090 0.620 0.248

tackle this task, the PIS dataset authors introduced VisD-
iff [18], a proposer-ranker framework where an LLM-based
proposer suggests potential differences between sets, and a
ranker evaluates and ranks them through CLIP embeddings.
As the starting point to generate potential differences, the
proposer is given captions generated by BLIP-2 on subsets
of the two original datasets.

We hypothesize that: if the descriptions created by
ImageSet2Text were sufficiently complete and detailed,
they would provide a stronger foundation for the proposer to
identify dataset differences. Hence, we perform an exper-
iment where TmageSet2Text generates descriptions of
the pairs of image sets in the PIS dataset, namely sets D4
and Dp, independently. Then, the associated graph repre-
sentations constructed for D4 and Dp serve as input to the
VisDiff proposer-ranker framework. We compare this ap-
proach with VisDiff in Tab. 3. To generate this table, we
relied on the same evaluation methodology and metric used
by the authors of VisDiff [18].

Results. Introducing the graph representations of the sets
generated by ImageSet2Text improves the performance
in all the cases except for Acc@5 on the easy sets, where
the performance is the same as that of VisDiff, 0.99.
ImageSet2Text’s superior performance in the medium
and hard cases suggest that the descriptions generated by
ImageSet2Text are richer in meaningful details com-
pared to the captions generated via BLIP-2. Furthermore,
this approach accounts for some of the limitations reported
by the authors of VisDiff. In App. C, we provide an analysis
on specific failure cases of VisDiff [18].



Table 3. Results of the completeness evaluation on the PIS dataset
[18]. The best performance is highlighted in bold.

Method Category Acc@1 Acc@5

VisDiff Easy 0.88 0.99
Medium 0.75 0.86
Hard 0.61 0.80

ImageSet2Text Easy 0.90 0.99
Medium 0.77 0.89
Hard 0.66 0.82

4.3. Readability and Overall Quality

The previous two experiments provided standardized met-
rics of the accuracy and completeness of the descriptions in
two downstream tasks. However, they did not directly as-
sess the quality of the descriptions themselves. To address
this gap, we conducted a user study.

Methodology. We randomly selected 60 image sets from
PIS, 20 from each difficulty category, and generated de-
scriptions using ImageSet2Text. From each image set,
we randomly selected 16 images, and displayed them in a
4 x 4 grid alongside their corresponding descriptions, as
depicted in App. D. Participants were asked to answer 5
five-point Likert-scale questions (where 1 corresponds to
the lowest score) to evaluate, for each description: (1) its
clarity; (2) its accuracy; (3) its level of detail; (4) how natu-
ral its flow is; and (5) the overall satisfaction of the partici-
pant with the description.

We compared the ImageSet2Text descriptions with
control descriptions. Since no existing baseline generates
descriptions of large image sets, we created 10 control de-
scriptions of three different types: Control Accuracy (3 de-
scriptions), which consist of well-written but highly inac-
curate descriptions. For example, if the images depict cars,
the control description could describe dogs; Control De-
tail (3 descriptions), which consist of descriptions that re-
fer to the right visual content in the images, but lack detail
and are overly vague; and Control Clarity/Flow (4 descrip-
tions), which accurately describe the images with sufficient
amount of detail but lack a natural flow. Control descrip-
tions were generated with ChatGPT and some examples are
provided in App. D.

Participants. A total of 233 people were reached through
the study, each of whom was asked to evaluate 7 descrip-
tions, of which 6 were descriptions by ImageSet2Text
and 1 was a control description. The study included 2 atten-
tion checks to filter out participants who did not pay enough
attention to the task. In total, 198 participants successfully
completed the study. Each set-description pair was evalu-
ated by a minimum of 16 and a maximum of 22 participants
(avg. 19.8). The participants were recruited through Pro-
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Figure 3. Boxplots of the human evaluation of the descriptions
generated by ImageSet2Text and the control descriptions. The
values of the control descriptions correspond to those designed to
assess clarity, accuracy, detail and flow, whereas the ratings pro-
vided to all the control descriptions together are used to assess
overall an satisfaction. The magenta bar corresponds to the me-
dian while the magenta dot represents the mean, numerically re-
ported in the figure.

lific,’ after qualifying for the study. The overall task took
around 8 minutes to complete and the successful partici-
pants were compensated with an hourly rate of $12. The
data collection was fully anonymized, and no personal in-
formation was collected.

Results. The results are depicted in Fig. 3. The de-
scriptions generated by ImageSet 2Text were rated pos-
itively, both generally and relative to the reference levels of
the control descriptions: clarity (4 = 4.29 vs p = 2.80 for
the control), accuracy (1 = 3.76 vs u = 1.43 for the con-
trol), level of detail (u = 4.06 vs pu = 2.96 for the control)
and flow (1 = 3.96 vs p = 2.07 for the control). Based on
these human evaluations, we conclude that the descriptions
created by ImageSet2Text are clear, readable and with
an overall good quality.

5. Ablation Study

The integration of structured data representations, such as
graphs or dependency parsing, into data-driven Al systems
is a key area of ongoing research, particularly in the context
of the evolving debate between symbolic vs data-driven Al
[21, 42]. We conducted an ablation study to examine the
role of structured representations in the predominantly data-
driven pipeline of ImageSet2Text.

The ablation study considers four versions of
ImageSet2Text, each progressively introducing

3Prolific, ht tps://www.prolific.com/, Last Access: 7th of
March 2025.

4To qualify for the study, the participants had to be adults (at least 18
years old), native English speakers, and could not have visual impairments

or reading comprehension difficulties.
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Table 4. ImageSet2Text ablation study with incremental struc-
tured knowledge representation on a subset of PIS dataset [18].

graph to create graph stored dependency

LLM hypotheses  in memory parsing  Acc@1 Acc@5
vl VvV - - - 0.67 0.87
v2 v v - - 0.77 0.87
v3 VvV v v - 0.90 1.00
vd vV v v v 0.67 0.87

structured information into different components:

v1 relies only on LLMs and CVLs, without using any
graph representation at any stage of the pipeline. At
each iteration, the hypothesis h, the set of more gen-
eral hypotheses #, and the supporting ;" and contra-
dicting H, alternatives are generated by prompting the
LLM. Rather than storing information in an intermedi-
ate graph representation G, the extracted insights from
each round are directly used to iteratively refine a tex-
tual description d;

v2 introduces the knowledge graph to generate the set H of
more general hypotheses, and the supporting ’H:r and
contradicting H,; alternatives. However, no graph rep-
resentation is kept in memory and the textual descrip-
tion is updated at every iteration;

v3 summarizes the dataset D not anymore through an iter-
ative textual description but through the graph represen-
tation g, kept in memory and used to generate a more
concise description at the end of the iterative process;

v4 utilizes the LLM to summarize the answers from the
VQA into a sentence, which is then processed through
dependency parsing to identify entities and relations
and generate the hypothesis h.

We compare the completeness performance as in Sec. 4.2
on a random subset of 15 (5 easy, 5 medium, and 5 hard)
image set pairs, reporting both accuracies at 1 and at 5. In
addition, a manual assessment of the quality of the descrip-
tions is conducted by two of the authors. As reported in
Tab. 4, the progressive integration of structured information
improves the performance up to v3, while there is a drop
in performance in v4. This result is confirmed in the man-
ual assessment of the descriptions, where the quality of the
descriptions generated by v3 was clearly superior to that of
the other versions. Being the best-performing version, v3
is the version presented and evaluated in the paper.

Next, we provide a case-by-case comparison. The gen-
eration of the sets H, ’Hf ,and H; in v2 is consistently
more streamlined compared to v1 that only relies on the
LLM which is subject to hallucinations for this task. How-
ever, the descriptions generated by v2 and v1 have some-
times a broken flow and are hard to follow. This problem
is solved in v3 by introducing the final description gener-
ated directly from the graph. Finally, while v4 includes

dependency parsing to generate the candidate predicates of
the nodes, such a feature does not seem necessary as this
specific task already benefits from the rich contextual em-
bedding space of the LLM.

From this ablation study, we conclude that the best-
performing version, v3, is the version that best leverages
the advantages of both structured and data-centric Al

6. Limitations and Future Work

While the experiments and ablation study confirm the
strengths of ImageSet2Text, they also reveal areas
for improvement especially in the hypothesis verification
phase. These issues arise from limitations in the CVL em-
beddings, which enable scalability to large image collec-
tions but at times lead to false positives/negatives, and in the
use of WordNet to create contradicting hypotheses because
sibling nodes may not be mutually exclusive. Addition-
ally, semantically different concepts in WordnNet which
are visually indistinguishable in the CLIP embedding space,
such as “tea” vs. “tea-like”, remain a challenge. We leave
to future work addressing these limitations. Furthermore,
ImageSet2Text uses GPT-40-mini as the LLM, which
is a proprietary model. In future work, we plan to explore
open-source alternatives for accessibility and ethical con-
siderations.

The high readability of the descriptions generated by
ImageSet2Text suggests broader applications, includ-
ing dataset exploration under user-guidance, explainable
Al and the identification of potential biases in image sets.
In addition, the experiment on GroupWikiArt highlights
promising possibilities in the field of cultural analytics [40].
Exploring the applicability of ImageSet2Text in real-
world scenarios, we have established a collaboration with
Fundacién ONCE?, a Spanish NGO devoted to improving
universal accessibility, to gather their insights on the poten-
tialities of developing use cases of ImageSet2Text for
improving the quality of life of visually impaired individ-
uals. As authors of this paper, we believe that community
insights should be taken into account early in the design
process [13]. Details of these discussions are provided in
App. E.

7. Conclusion

We have presented ImageSet2Text, a system to auto-
matically generate natural language descriptions of image
sets, a novel task in the literature. To assess the accuracy of
these descriptions, we have conducted a large-scale group
image captioning experiment and released two benchmark
datasets: GroupConceptualCaptions and GroupWikiArt.
We have further demonstrated their completeness through

SFundacién ONCE, ht tps://www. fundaciononce.es/en,

Last Access: 19th of March 2025.
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strong performance in the Set Difference Captioning task.
Additionally, a human evaluation by means of a user study
confirmed the readability and overall quality of the gener-
ated descriptions. Since ImageSet2Text leverages both
structured and data-centric approaches, we have performed
an ablation study that offers insights into the value of inte-
grating these two paradigms.
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ImageSet2Text: Describing Sets of Images through Text

Supplementary Material

A. ImageSet2Text: Implementation Details

In this section, we provide details regarding the
prompts used for the LLM in our implementation of
ImageSet2Text. The code will be publicly shared
through our GitHub repository.

To effectively prompt GPT-40-mini, we designed system
prompts that outline the model’s role and guide its reason-
ing process. Additionally, we utilized structured outputs to
ensure consistency in responses. For example, we reference
the “next question” prompt used in ImageSet2Text,
provided in Fig. 4, to explain the rationale behind our
prompt engineering. This is a key component in our design,
as it provides a structured method for generating follow-up
questions to refine image set descriptions.

The system prompt defines GPT-40-mini’s role as an ex-
pert assisting in the enrichment of textual descriptions for a
large image set. Specifically, the model is given:

QUESTION_BRANCH: A connection within our graph
representation which highlights an aspect of the image set
that requires further exploration.

KEY _POINT: The main element within the description
that needs additional details.

ATTRIBUTE: The specific property of the KEY_POINT
to investigate further.

LOG: A history of previously asked questions about the
KEY _POINT to avoid redundancy.

To ensure coherence and usability, the model produces
responses in JSON format with two key fields:

QUESTION_EXPERT: A refined, expert-level question
that directly addresses the given ATTRIBUTE in a way that
enriches the overall understanding of the image set.

QUESTION_VQA: A simplified, image-focused transla-
tion of QUESTION_EXPERT that adheres to the con-
straints of a Visual Question Answering (VQA) system.
The design of QUESTION_VQA follows strict guidelines:

¢ It must be direct, clear, and reference visible elements in
a single image.

* It should avoid abstract reasoning, cultural knowledge, or
domain expertise beyond visual interpretation.

e It must elicit descriptive responses rather than simple
yes/no answers.

e It should ensure novelty, avoiding redundancy with previ-
ously asked questions.

This structured approach overall improves the quality
of GPT-40-mini. The other prompts used for the LLM in
ImageSet2Text follow the same criteria.

B. Accuracy Evaluation

In this section, we provide additional information regard-
ing the accuracy evaluation. Specifically, we provide details
about the dataset generation process, how to create a caption
with TmageSet2Text, details on how the baselines have
been set up and the full results of the experiments.

B.1. Dataset Composition and Creation

Given the absence of public benchmarks for evaluating
ImageSet2Text in the group image captioning task, we
constructed datasets. Specifically, the GroupConceptual-
Captions dataset based on the ConceptualCaptions dataset
[55] and the GroupWikiArt dataset based on the WikiArt
dataset [57]. Group sizes for these datasets are depicted in
Fig. 5. The minimal size is 50, and many groups are smaller
than 1000 samples, yet there are also sets in the range of
3000-4000 images.

To retrieve relevant image sets from each of the two data
sources, we employed different techniques.

For the ConceptualCaptions dataset [55], we grouped
images that shared the same caption and applied a filter to
retain only those sets with more than 100 available links in
the metadata of the original dataset. This process resulted
in 287 distinct captions. After downloading the images, we
found that not all links were accessible. We further filtered
the sets, keeping only those with at least 50 images, which
resulted in 125 unique sets. We then manually reviewed all
the sets, removing 9 sets that contained either duplicate im-
ages, broken images, or images that did not correspond to
the caption. Additionally, we deleted any duplicate images
within the remaining 116 sets. As a result, we obtained 116
image sets, with sizes ranging from 50 to 3,342 images, for
a total of 23,412 images.

The initial WikiArt dataset [57] does not include explicit
reference captions on which we could group the images, but
it includes metadata about the artist, style, and genre. The
possible values for these attributes are listed in Tab. 5. Us-
ing this information, we generated captions for the images
based on the following rules: when aggregating by genre
and style, the caption format is “< genre > in < style >
style”; when considering the artist as well, the caption for-
mat becomes “< genre > by < artist > in < style >
style”. For instance, possible captions are: “Landscapes in
Romanticism Style” or “Religious paintings by Edgar De-
gas in Impressionism Style”. To ensure sufficient data for
analysis, we filtered the groups based on the number of im-
ages: groups with only two attributes (style and genre) were
kept if they contained more than 499 images, while groups



NEXT_QUESTION = """You are an expert in {expertise} assisting a client in enriching the textual
description of a large IMAGE_SET in their possession.

Using JSON, you will be provided with a question expressed as a connection within a knowledge graph built
for IMAGE_SET (QUESTION_BRANCH), a KEY_POINT that lacks detailed explanation in DESCRIPTION_CURRENT,
an ATTRIBUTE which is the specific property of the KEY_POINT to investigate further, and a list of
textual questions which have already been asked about that KEY_POINT (LOG).

An example of a client query might be the following:
{jsonScheme_input}

Based on this input, translate the QUESTION_BRANCH into two textual concise questions (QUESTION_EXPERT
and QUESTION_VQA) to investigate the ATTRIBUTE further.

Provide the answer in JSON format. For example, the output from an expert in couples would be:
{jsonScheme_output}

In the output, it is expected that:
— The field QUESTION_EXPERT is a string containing an expert-level query that specifically addresses the
selected ATTRIBUTE, intended to enrich the understanding of the IMAGE_SET.
— The field QUESTION_VQA is a string containing the translation of QUESTION_EXPERT into an image-focused
question that meets the following criteria:
1. QUESTION_VQA must be direct, simple, clear, and must refer to visible aspects within the image.
2. QUESTION_VQA should be structured to ask about details that can be observed in one randomly selected
image from the IMAGE_SET, referring to "the image" directly, like "What is in the image?".
3. Avoid questions that require abstract reasoning, cultural knowledge, or expertise beyond what can be
visually interpreted.
4. Avoid yes/no questions and focus instead on generating descriptive responses.
5. Ensure that QUESTION_VQA aligns with the capabilities of a VQA system, such as object recognition,
spatial relationships, counting, and scene understanding.
6. QUESTION_VQA must be designed to elicit new insights without overlapping with previous responses.

(a) “Next Question” Prompt

def next_question (expertise):
expertise = expertise_to_string(expertise)

jsonScheme_input = """{

"QUESTION_BRANCH": "image.wedding.couple.body language?"”,

"KEY _POINT": "couple”,

"ATTRIBUTE": "body language: communication via the movements or attitudes of the body",

"log": [

{
"ATTRIBUTE": "gender composition: the properties that distinguish organisms on the basis
of their reproductive roles",

"QUESTION_EXPERT": "What is the gender composition of the couple portrayed in the image?",
"QUESTION_VQA": "How many men and women are visible in the image?"

"ATTRIBUTE": "attire: clothing of a distinctive style or for a particular occasion",
"QUESTION_EXPERT": "What is the attire of the couple portrayed in the image?",
"QUESTION_VQA": "What type of clothing are the individuals in the image wearing?"

]

pumn

jsonScheme_output = """{
"QUESTION_EXPERT": "How does the couple’s body language appear in the wedding image?",
"QUESTION_VQA": "What are the body positions or movements of the spouses in the image?"

pmmn

return NEXT_QUESTION.format (
expertise=expertise,
jsonScheme_input=jsonScheme_input,
jsonScheme_output=jsonScheme_output

(b) Function for “Next Question”

Figure 4. “Next Question” Prompt
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Figure 5. Group sizes for the GroupConceptualCaptions and
GroupWikiArt datasets.

Table 5. Metadata values for creating group captions on WikiArt.

Artist

0: “Albrecht Durer”, 1: “Boris Kustodiev”, 2: “Camille Pissarro”,
3: “Childe Hassam”, 4: “Claude Monet”, 5: “Edgar Degas”, 6:
“Eugene Boudin”, 7: “Gustave Dore”, 8: “Ilya Repin”, 9: “Ivan
Aivazovsky”, 10: “Ivan Shishkin”, 11: “John Singer Sargent”, 12:
“Marc Chagall”, 13: “Martiros Saryan”, 14: “Nicholas Roerich”,
15: “Pablo Picasso”, 16: “Paul Cezanne”, 17: “Pierre Auguste
Renoir”, 18: “Pyotr Konchalovsky”, 19: “Raphael Kirchner”, 20:
“Rembrandt”, 21: “Salvador Dali”, 22: “Vincent van Gogh”

Genre

0: “Abstract paintings”, 1: “Cityscapes”, 2: “Genre paintings”, 3:
“Ilustrations”, 4: “Landscapes”, 5: “Nude paintings”, 6: “Por-
traits”, 7: “Religious paintings”, 8: “Sketches and studies”, 9:
“Still lifes”

Style

0: “Abstract Expressionism”, 1: “Action painting”, 2: “Analytical
Cubism”, 3: “Art Nouveau”, 4: “Baroque”, 5: “Color Field Paint-
ing”, 6: “Contemporary Realism”, 7: “Cubism”, 8: “Early Renais-
sance”, 9: “Expressionism”, 10: “Fauvism”, 11: “High Renais-
sance”, 12: “Impressionism”, 13: “Mannerism Late Renaissance”,
14: “Minimalism”, 15: “Naive Art Primitivism”, 16: “New Real-
ism”, 17: “Northern Renaissance”, 18: “Pointillism”, 19: “Pop
Art”, 20: “Post Impressionism”, 21: “Realism”, 22: *“Rococo”,
23: “Romanticism”, 24: “Symbolism”, 25: “Synthetic Cubism”,
26: “Ukiyo-e”

with three attributes (style, genre and artist) required a min-
imum of 50 images. After downloading the images and re-
moving duplicates, we retained only the groups with more
than 49 images. From this process, we obtained 53,707
images distributed across 105 groups. The sizes of these
groups range from 50 to 4,112 images.

B.2. Baseline Methods

The baselines we compare against for this task, namely
BLIP-2 [31], LLaVA-1.5 [36], and GPT-4V [1], are not de-
signed to process multiple images simultaneously. There-
fore, we conducted experiments using different settings to
enable a comparison with ImageSet2Text. These set-

Language
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Language
(b) Model

Language
(c) Model

I el

Figure 6. Settings of utilizing VQA models to generate group cap-
tions. Light colors denote images (blue), image embeddings (or-
ange) and output text (green) on the level of individual images,
dark colors denote aggregation on a group level. (a) is the grid
setting where images are put into a collage to depict the group, (b)
is the group embedding setting where embeddings of individual
images after the vision encoder are averaged and (c) is the sum-
mary setting where an additional LLM is used to generate a group
caption from the captions of individual instances.

tings are referred to as (a) the grid setting, (b) the group
embedding setting, and (c) the summary setting. A visual
summary of these settings is provided in Fig. 6.

In the grid setting, we selected images from the groups,
arranged them into grids, and used these grids as inputs for
the baseline models. Due to resolution constraints on the in-
put size of the respective vision encoders, we included only
a subset of images from each group. For the biggest groups
of multiple thousand images, using the entire set would have
resulted in each image occupying only a few pixels within
the grid, leading to meaningless outputs. To be applicable
to all groups we investigated grid sizes of up to 7x7 images,
which is close the minimum number of images present in
the smallest groups (50).

In the group embedding setting, all images of a group are
passed through the vision encoder of the respective model
and is averaged before the caption is generated. Naturally
this is only applicable to open-source models, thus not to
the GPT-4V baseline.

In the summary setting, we generate a caption for every
individual image of the group. Then we utilize GPT-4V to
summarize these captions into a single caption. We only
considered unique captions. The prompt format used for
this operation was:



In the following, a list of captions is provided.
Generate a caption that best describes the group of

captions.
The group captions should be short and concise.
{[f"{i+1}: {caption} " for i, caption in

enumerate (captions) ]}
Group Caption:

To ensure a fair comparison with ImageSet2Text,
the grid setting necessitates a “caption curation” step. Since
the models process the grid as a single image, they often
generate captions containing phrases like “collage of im-
ages” or “grid of images”. These terms negatively impact
performance evaluation, as the reference captions describe
only the image content without mentioning grids or col-
lages. Therefore, we removed such terms or sentences from
the generated captions, evaluating only the detected content
within the grid images. To not introduce any systematic bias
to the evaluation, we applied this curation step to captions
of all methods, also ImageSet2Text.

B.3. Generating a Caption with ImageSet2Text

ImageSet2Text is not explicitly designed for group cap-
tioning, but this task serves as a key evaluation tool for as-
sessing the accuracy of descriptions. The typical output of
ImageSet2Text is a long, nuanced, and detailed textual
description highlighting the main visual elements shared
among the images in a given set. However, for evaluation
purposes, this detailed description must be transformed into
a more plain and concise textual representation, i.e., a cap-
tion.

To generate a caption from a description issued by
ImageSet2Text, we utilized GPT-4V with the follow-
ing prompt format:

Examples on four sets (two from GroupConceptualCap-
tions and two from GroupWikiArt) are reported in Fig. 7.

In the following, a description of a group of images is
provided.

Summarize the description into a plain, single sentence
caption.

Focus on the most important parts and and keep it as
short as possible.

Description: {description}

Caption:

B.4. Metrics

For all metrics, we used the suggested standard imple-
mentation of recent publications or if available the orig-
inal authors of the papers suggesting these metrics. We
use the standard rouge package to calculate the ROUGE-
L (F1) score. Furthermore, we use the BLEU-4 score
(sentence-wise) and the METEOR score as implemented
by the n1tk package. For SPICE we used the imple-
mentation of the pycocoevalcap package. For CIDEr-
D, we ported the python 2 code accompanying the origi-
nal publication [60] to python 3. They also provide pre-
computed document frequencies on the MSCOCO dataset

Reference: seamless texture with a flock of
dolphins under water, illustration for
background

Our description

A collection of decorative patterns featuring
stylized representations of dolphins. The images
showcase fish in an expressive style that is stylized,
| cartoon-like, and abstract. These stylized fish are
set against a variety of colors and patterns. The
color palette is an assortment, and the background
design includes a motif of dolphins with a modern
and stylized expressive style. The medium of the
images is digital art.

! Our caption
% A collection of digital art featuring stylized dolphins
)« and fish in vibrant colors and patterns.

Reference: hard rock artist performs on stage

Our description
A collection of images featuring a male musician
performing in a live concert environment, engaged
with visual elements, playing an electric guitar
amidst a concert setting, with a focus on percussion
instrumentation.

Our caption
Male musician performing live on stage with an
electric guitar and percussion instruments.

Reference: portraits by Rembrandt in Baroque
style

Our description

A collection of paintings featuring portraits that
depict individuals in historical clothing from the 17th
century. The attire is characterized by dark and
earthy tones, with a loose-fitting and flowing style.
The portraits convey a brooding expression and are
accessorized with a ruffled collar. The background of
each image is dark and indistinct, enhancing the
focus on the subjects.

Our caption
Portraits of individuals in 17th-century clothing,
featuring dark tones and ruffled collars against
indistinct backgrounds.

. Reference: nude paintings by Pierre
Auguste Renoir in Impressionism Style

Our description

A collection of paintings depicting a nude female
figure in an intimate setting. The figures are
portrayed with soft and partially covering drapery,
captured in various postures. The background
features a natural setting characterized by its
texture, color palette, and a sense of tranquillity, all
completed in an expressive impressionism style
using oil on canvas.

Our caption
Nude female figures in intimate poses are depicted
in a tranquil natural setting, painted in expressive
impressionism.

Figure 7. Examples of generated descriptions and generated cap-
tions for four different image sets. From top two bottom: two sets
in GroupConceptualCaptions and two sets in GroupWikiArt.

[35], which are necessary for our task as only a sin-
gle reference caption is available. For BERTScore, we
utilize the bert-score package. We considered the
microsoft/deberta-xlarge-mnli [23] model as
basis to calculate the scores. For LLM-as-a-judge, we uti-
lized the same GPT-40-mini model as for the rest of the



evaluation with the following prompt scheme:

You are an impartial judge evaluating the equivalence
of two captions.

Response only with True and False.

Caption 1: {hypothesis}

Caption 2: {reference}

Response:

Finally, for CLIPScore we utilized the Open-CLIP [27] ViT-
bigG-14 model trained on the LAION2B dataset [53] (S39B
B160K).

B.5. Detailed Results

We provide detailed results on GroupConceptualCaptions
in Tab. 6 and GroupWikiArt in Tab. 7. Additional to the
metrics discussed in the main paper, we include BLEU-4
[45] for completeness. We already featured CIDEr-D and
METEOR, which are designed to improve upon the weak-
nesses of BLEU, in our evaluation in the main paper. Fur-
thermore, we additionally report CLIPScore for the Group-
WikiArt dataset. Here, it is actually not clear if a good group
captining method should attain higher scores. Depending
on how the vision encoder of CLIP extracts semantic infor-
mation from the image, it could be rather misleading, i.e.,
high scores might not indicate a good group caption. Also,
if e.g., trees or bottles are visually important features, gen-
erating a description that correctly captures the style, artist
and genre might not score high. Given that we construct
the groups from the metadata, we do not forsee that any
refernence-free metric such as CLIPScore effectively mea-
sures performance on this task.

C. Completeness Evaluation

To assess the completeness of our descriptions, we conduct
an experiment on the downstream task of Set Difference
Captioning using the PairedImageSets dataset [18].

As outlined in the main paper, the proposer-ranker
framework introduced in VisDiff begins with single-image
captions generated via BLIP-2 on a randomly selected sub-
set of each of the two considered sets. In our experi-
ment, we instead consider the information extracted through
ImageSet2Text as a starting point of the same proposer-
ranker framework. Below, we detail the key implementation
aspects of this experiment.

First, the input provided to the proposer to iden-
tify differences between the sets is the graph representa-
tions generated at the final iteration of ImageSet2Text
for both image sets D4 and Dp. These graphs
are then transformed into a textual format using the
generate_network_text function from the NetworkX
library in Python®.

SNetworkX, https
stable / reference / readwrite / generated / networkx .

: / / networkx . org/ documentation /

readwrite.text .generate_network_text .html, Last Ac-

cess: 7th of March 2025.

In the original VisDiff implementation, the authors con-
duct three rounds of their pipeline, where in each round,
10 different images are considered to generate 10 candidate
differences. The proposed differences are merged over the
three rounds (for a total of 30 differences) and then passed
as input to the ranker module. Since our graph representa-
tions are precomputed and remain static, we have consid-
ered using a single round of iteration. However, we ob-
served that when the proposer is prompted to find 30 possi-
ble differences at once, the proposals start becoming mean-
ingless, diverging toward irrelevant interpretations. To mit-
igate this, we adopt a two-round approach, requesting 15
differences per round, for a total of 30 proposed differences.

While the proposer’s prompt remains largely unchanged,
we make one key modification: instead of specifying that
the input consists of 10 individual captions, we explicitly
clarify that the input consists of descriptions of two image
sets, represented in graph form.

In the main paper, we demonstrated that integrating the
information extracted through ImageSet 2Text enhances
performance on the PairedImageSets dataset. In this sec-
tion, we further examine this improvement through a case-
by-case analysis, directly comparing our results with those
of VisDiff on six specific failure cases reported in their pa-
per [18]. The comparison is illustrated in Fig. 8.

As noted by the authors of VisDiff, one of the primary
limitations of their approach is that the BLIP-2-generated
captions tend to be overly generic. This issue is particu-
larly evident in more challenging cases, where a deeper,
more nuanced understanding of the images is required, such
as distinguishing between “Cupcakes topped with butter-
cream” and “Cupcakes topped with fondant”. In contrast,
ImageSet2Text addresses this limitation by iteratively
refining the focus of the VQA, ensuring that the generated
descriptions capture more specific and contextually relevant
details. As shown in Fig. 8, our experimental setting pro-
duces superior set difference captions in five out of the six
cases.

D. User Study

To assess the quality of descriptions generated by
ImageSet2Text, we conducted a user study with 200
participants recruited via Prolific. The study was imple-
mented as a dynamic Google Form, deployed as a Google
Web Application, and coded using Google Apps Script.
Each user evaluates seven descriptions: six generated by
ImageSet2Text and one control description. Three ex-
amples of control descriptions (one per type) and their cor-
responding image grids are shown in Fig. 9. The study takes
approximately 8 minutes per user. The user study questions
are listed in Tab. 8 and a screenshot of the interface is re-
ported in Fig. 10, where a pair set-description is reported,
along with the first question of the user study.


https://networkx.org/documentation/stable/reference/readwrite/generated/networkx.readwrite.text.generate_network_text.html
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Table 6. Extended results of accuracy evaluation for in group image captioning on the GroupConceptualCaptions dataset.

Model (Setting) CIDEr-D SPICE METEOR Rouge-L BLEU BERTScore LLM-Judge CLIPScore
LLaVA-1.5 (1x1 grid) 0.103 0.081 0.101 0.144 0.018 0.640 0.284 0.272
LLaVA-1.5 (2x2 grid) 0.046 0.102 0.079 0.106 0.015 0.619 0.181 0.266
LLaVA-1.5 (3x3 grid) 0.082 0.112 0.096 0.086 0.013 0.627 0.207 0.268
LLaVA-1.5 (4x4 grid) 0.092 0.121 0.110 0.089 0.014 0.632 0.198 0.273
LLaVA-1.5 (5x5 grid) 0.090 0.106 0.102 0.090 0.014 0.625 0.216 0.269
LLaVA-1.5 (6x6 grid) 0.082 0.099 0.098 0.087 0.014 0.619 0.172 0.261
LLaVA-1.5 (7x7 grid) 0.069 0.092 0.094 0.085 0.013 0.619 0.138 0.255
LLaVA-1.5 (Avgemb.)  0.053 0.041 0.074 0.107 0.014 0.586 0.103 0.232
LLaVA-1.5 (Summary)  0.038 0.085 0.112 0.091 0.012 0.626 0.198 0.301
GPT-4V (1x1 grid) 0.251 0.130 0.137 0.189 0.024 0.655 0.302 0.299
GPT-4V (2x2 grid) 0.120 0.084 0.110 0.098 0.013 0.623 0.155 0.297
GPT-4V (3x3 grid) 0.143 0.108 0.099 0.096 0.014 0.635 0.284 0.314
GPT-4V (4x4 grid) 0.146 0.105 0.104 0.099 0.013 0.649 0.276 0.315
GPT-4V (5x5 grid) 0.139 0.107 0.098 0.092 0.013 0.645 0.276 0.308
GPT-4V (6x6 grid) 0.131 0.101 0.091 0.087 0.013 0.647 0.276 0.305
GPT-4V (7x7 grid) 0.112 0.106 0.097 0.091 0.013 0.649 0.259 0.294
GPT-4V (Summary) 0.132 0.104 0.096 0.104 0.015 0.631 0.129 0.314
ImageSet2Text 0.210 0.143 0.149 0.155 0.020 0.674 0.345 0.325

E. Automatic Alternative Text Generation of
Image Sets

Automatic generation of alternative text (alt-text) is a fun-
damental application of image captioning [22], particularly
for visually impaired individuals. ImageSet2Text in-
troduces a novel approach by summarizing entire image
collections rather than generating captions for individual
images. Since this area is largely unexplored, we con-
ducted interviews with three visually impaired individuals
by virtue of a collaboration with Fundacién ONCE, a Span-
ish NGO devoted to improving universal accessibility. The
goal of the interviews was to gather community feedback on
its usefulness and potential improvements [13]. The inter-
views were conducted by the first author in Spanish. They
were transcribed and then carefully translated into English
to facilitate a qualitative analysis of the collected data. The
questions are summarized in Tab. 9.

In the first part of the interview, the questions aimed
to assess whether the interviewee was familiar with tools
for automatic alt-text generation. The second part explored
the potential usefulness of accessing textual descriptions
for collections of images in various tasks. In the third
part, we presented an example of description generated by
ImageSet2Text and asked the interviewee to provide
feedback on it. Finally, the interview concluded with an
open-ended opportunity for the interviewee to share any ad-
ditional relevant information.

Interviewees generally welcomed the idea, recognizing
that set-level descriptions could be extremely useful when

understanding the broader context of a scene is more impor-
tant than focusing on specific details, such as during events
and entertainment, keeping memories of travels, or while
managing folders on the computer. However, they empha-
sized that such summaries should complement rather than
replace individual image descriptions, as both serve dis-
tinct purposes. When evaluating an example description,
participants expressed general satisfaction with the level of
detail, coherence, and clarity. In particular, they appreci-
ated explicit relations among the entities in the images—
an aspect they often find lacking in commercial automatic
alt-text generators. This feature of ImageSet2Text is
a direct consequence of integrating structural representa-
tions that explicitly consider relationships between visual
elements [49, 50].

Should ImageSet2Text be further developed in the
context of accessible technologies, our collaborators from
Fundacién ONCE suggested key areas for improvement.
First, they emphasized the importance of using simple,
clear, and direct language to minimize ambiguity. They
also recommended tailoring descriptions based on the user’s
visual experience—for instance, those who have seen be-
fore might benefit from references to colors and light, while
those who have never seen may require alternative descrip-
tions. Another point raised was that the current approach
works best for homogeneous image sets with shared visual
elements. However, in real-world scenarios, image collec-
tions might be more heterogeneous. As a result, a neces-
sary future direction for ImageSet2Text is to not only
identify common features but also to detect distinct groups



Table 7. Extended results of accuracy evaluation for in group image captioning on the GroupWikiArt dataset.

Model (Setting) CIDEr-D SPICE METEOR Rouge-L BLEU BERTScore LLM-Judge CLIPScore
BLIP-2 (1x1 grid) 0.002 0.034 0.055 0.063 0.011 0.539 0.019 0.255
BLIP-2 (2x2 grid) 0.046 0.060 0.060 0.091 0.017 0.542 0.038 0.263
BLIP-2 (3x3 grid) 0.117 0.103 0.077 0.088 0.015 0.583 0.179 0.303
BLIP-2 (4x4 grid) 0.092 0.102 0.070 0.076 0.014 0.577 0.132 0.295
BLIP-2 (5x5 grid) 0.068 0.091 0.065 0.058 0.010 0.565 0.132 0.291
BLIP-2 (6x6 grid) 0.052 0.079 0.047 0.047 0.009 0.551 0.085 0.278
BLIP-2 (7x7 grid) 0.062 0.084 0.046 0.049 0.009 0.551 0.057 0.273
BLIP-2 (Avg emb.) 0.004 0.054 0.076 0.086 0.013 0.576 0.028 0.294
BLIP-2 (Summary) 0.082 0.032 0.069 0.075 0.010 0.574 0.085 0.269
LLaVA-1.5 (1x1 grid) 0.001 0.012 0.033 0.043 0.006 0.542 0.000 0.219
LLaVA-1.5 (2x2 grid) 0.003 0.037 0.022 0.034 0.004 0.556 0.057 0.274
LLaVA-1.5 (3x3 grid) 0.025 0.124 0.036 0.032 0.005 0.585 0.019 0.289
LLaVA-1.5 (4x4 grid) 0.027 0.119 0.039 0.032 0.005 0.589 0.019 0.289
LLaVA-1.5 (5x5 grid) 0.028 0.115 0.036 0.031 0.005 0.583 0.028 0.293
LLaVA-1.5 (6x6 grid) 0.030 0.107 0.041 0.034 0.006 0.579 0.028 0.292
LLaVA-1.5 (7x7 grid) 0.024 0.106 0.034 0.033 0.006 0.576 0.009 0.295
LLaVA-1.5 (Avgemb.)  0.001 0.012 0.020 0.027 0.004 0.547 0.000 0.202
LLaVA-1.5 (Summary)  0.037 0.027 0.067 0.060 0.008 0.559 0.000 0.248
GPT-4V (1x1 grid) 0.002 0.012 0.064 0.064 0.008 0.558 0.028 0.242
GPT-4V (2x2 grid) 0.011 0.079 0.101 0.058 0.008 0.594 0.151 0.283
GPT-4V (3x3 grid) 0.023 0.117 0.116 0.050 0.007 0.613 0.208 0.300
GPT-4V (4x4 grid) 0.022 0.108 0.108 0.052 0.008 0.617 0.208 0.310
GPT-4V (5x5 grid) 0.021 0.140 0.108 0.053 0.009 0.621 0.160 0.301
GPT-4V (6x6 grid) 0.032 0.177 0.108 0.050 0.008 0.624 0.142 0.305
GPT-4V (7x7 grid) 0.025 0.159 0.106 0.045 0.008 0.623 0.113 0.298
GPT-4V (Summary) 0.003 0.028 0.049 0.036 0.006 0.560 0.075 0.247
ImageSet2Text 0.032 0.063 0.115 0.090 0.012 0.620 0.248 0.291

Table 8. Questions of the user study. Each question allows answers
on a Likert scale from 1 to 5.

Question

(1) Is the description clear and easy to understand?

(2) Does the description contain enough details?

(3) Does the description contain misleading or incorrect in-
formation?

(4) Does the text flow naturally?

(5) What is your overall satisfaction for this description?

within an image set to provide more meaningful summaries,
which is aligned with ongoing research in semantic image
clustering [38].

In sum, this feedback highlights the potential of
ImageSet2Text to enhance accessibility and inclusion
for blind and low-vision users in both personal and profes-
sional settings.



A collection of images featuring
motorcycles, showcasing their design,
which is characterized by a skeletal
system similarity and a consistent profile
structure. The motorcycles are depicted in
a variety of colors, with chrome and silver
components as the primary metallic
elements, set  within an urban
environment.

Set B: “Bycicles on a street”

A collection of images featuring birds,
specifically  gulls, capturing various
formations and flight movements against
a clear blue sky. The gulls are depicted in
streamlined shapes within their coastal
habitat, while the background showcases
a daytime sky with shades of blue and
clouds.

iy
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Set B: “Airplanes flying in
the sky”

A collection of images featuring vintage
cars from the fifties, characterized by their
rounded silhouette and chrome detailing.
The aesthetic evokes nostalgia, with the
cars available in various colors and
presented in a compact size. Each image
is set against a rural landscape,
highlighting the cars in an appropriate
environment.

§ A collection of images featuring sports

cars, characterized by a chrome color.
The physical appearance of these sports
cars highlights a luxurious chrome finish,
showcasing aerodynamic curves and
sharp angles. Additionally, there is a
reflective surface that enhances the

visual appeal of the cars, particularly with %

the silver shade of the chrome coating.

Set A: "Cupcakes topped
with buttercream”

A collection of images showcasing
cupcakes, featuring vanilla flavor as a key
seasoning. The vanilla flavor is presented
as an essence enhancing cupcake flavors.
Each cupcake is displayed with attention to
its presentation, which includes a colored
lining and swirled frosting, along with
decorative  elements  specifically ~ for
cupcakes. Additionally, the cupcakes
exhibit vibrant colors and are topped with

3 jimmies.

A collection of images depicting bicycles
in an urban environment. The bicycles
feature varied designs and colors, and
exhibit functionalities such as being
lightweight and  including  safety
components. They are shown parked, as
part of a collection serving multiple
purposes, with a style resembling that of
urban commuter or cruiser bikes. The
demographic represented in the images
indicates a variety of riders.

Ground Truth: Vehicle type (Motorcycles
vs Bicycles)

VisDiff (score = 0.5):
futuristic motorcycle design

Ours (score = 1.0):
"Motorcycle with defined
structural similarity”

A collection of images featuring
airplanes, specifically commercial
airplanes categorized as passenger

aircraft and sized as narrowbody aircraft.

il These images depict airplanes in a

sunset sky environment, with the sky
background characterized by dramatic
clouds and a colorful sunset. The
atmosphere of the sky is blue with
clouds, although the weather is noted as
bad.

Ground Truth: Flying object (Birds vs
Airplanes)

VisDiff (score = 0.5):

Images of seagulls in flight

Ours (score = 1.0):

"Birds in flight"

A collection of images featuring cars in
various colors, set against a mix of rural
and urban backgrounds. Each image
showcases different models of cars.

Ground Truth: Car era (Vintage vs
Modern)

VisDiff (score = 0.5):
woman driving vintage cars

Ours (score = 1.0):
"Vintage themed car"

A collection of images featuring cars,
characterized by a sporty design,
displayed in a garage that functions as a
showroom. The cars have a matte finish
that is non-reflective and comes in a

§ gray coloration.

Ground Truth: Car finish (Shiny/Metallic
vs Matte)

VisDiff (score = 0.5):

cars with reflective  backgrounds

Ours (score = 1.0):

"Car with shiny,
reflective chrome
finish"

Set B: “Cupcakes topped
with fondant”

A collection of photographs featuring
cupcakes. Each cupcake is light
golden-brown in base color and is
presented displayed on a flat surface or

-| platter, specifically a white surface. The

cupcakes are decorated with an
assortment of decorations and come in
an assortment of colors.

Ground Truth: Icing type (Buttercream
vs Fondant)

VisDiff (score = 0.5):
Cupcakes with coffee frosting

Ours (score = 1.0):
"Swirled frosting on
cupcake"

Set A: “Bonsai trees shaped
in cascade style”

% | A collection of images featuring a bonsai

tree, characterized by its lush vibrant green
leaves that are small in size. The bonsai

tree is presented on a wooden stand made

of wood and is set against a dark
backdrop. It is contained in a ceramic pot
that is dark or earthy in color.

Set B: “Bonsai trees shaped in
informal upright style”

A collection of images featuring a bonsai
tree, characterized by its lush green
leaves with varied shape and texture, a
twisted and gnarled trunk, and set against
a plain background, all displayed in a
rectangular ceramic pot.

Ground Truth: Bonsai shaping style
(Cascade vs Informal upright)

VisDiff (score = 0.0):
Repetition of ‘bonsai’ in the caption

Ours (score = 0.0):
"Ceramic pot with dark
or earthy color"

Figure 8. Case-by-case comparison with VisDiff. The first column presents images of “Set A” along with their definition in PIS, the
second column presents our description for this set. The third column presents images of “Set B” and their definition in PIS, while the
fourth column is our generated description. Finally, in the fifth column we report the ground truth of the difference between Set A and Set
B, the prediction and score of VisDiff and our prediction and score.



Table 9. Focus Areas and Associated Questions to explore the usability of ImageSet2Text in the context of alternative text generation.

Focus Questions
Alt-Text Generation Usage Do you use any tool or service for generating image descriptions? If so, which
ones?

In what contexts do you find image descriptions most useful? (e.g., on websites,
social media, documents)

ImageSet2Text opportunities If you had the option to receive a summary of a set of images instead of individual
descriptions, do you think it would be useful? Why or why not?
In what situations or types of content do you think this option would be most
beneficial? (e.g., news articles, academic documents, presentations, social media,
personal images from events/travel, etc.)
Can you think of specific cases where a summary of a set of images would be
more useful than individual descriptions?
Do you think these types of summaries could be useful in professional, educa-
tional, or personal contexts? How?
Do you see any difficulties with this approach?

ImageSet2Text evaluation We have developed a method to automatically create descriptions of image sets:
would you like to review an example and share your feedback?
What aspects of the descriptions do you find clear or useful?
Are there any parts of the descriptions that you find confusing or unclear?
How could we improve the structure, level of detail, or language used in the
descriptions to make them more accessible?
Would you prefer these summaries to be presented in a specific format? (e.g.,
structured lists, narrative summaries, bullet points)

Extra Is there anything we haven’t mentioned that you think we should consider when
designing this methodology?




Figure 9. Three examples of control descriptions used as reference

values for the user study.

Control Accuracy

A series of images showcasing a
group of penguins in their
natural habitat of the Antarctic.
The Antarctic landscape is
defined by its ice-covered
terrain and harsh, cold climate,
which supports a variety of bird
species, including the penguin.
The penguins are  seen
navigating the snow-covered
ground and interacting with the
icy environment that forms
their primary ecosystem.

Control Detail

A collection of distant,
luminous  points  scattered
across a vast expanse, their
patterns seemingly fixed but
subject to subtle, rhythmic
movement. These points
appear in clusters, each
contributing to a larger,
unchanging display that
remains constant regardless of
perspective.

Control Clarity/Flow

Dogs. Playing. In a park.
Running. Leaping, chasing.
Grass, swaying, or still. Barking,
stopping, starting. Space to
move. Open, yet undefined. The
dogs, paws pressing, leaving
marks. The park, a place to be,
yet not permanent. Movement,
constant. Each frame, a pause.

10

Evaluation 7/7

Description: A collection of photographs featuring sushi, including an assortment style
made up of various ingredients such as salmon, cucumber, avocado, and fish roe. The sushi
includes salmon as a main fish, presented with various unique garnishes for enhanced
presentation.

Is the description clear and easy to understand? *

1 2 3 4 5

Very hard to understand O O O O O Very easy to understand

Figure 10. Example of a pair set-description shown in the user
study, along with the first rating question about clarity.
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